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NOTICE of MEETING/AGENDA
DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Douglas County is actively monitoring and managing the COVID-19 level of risk in our community by implementing
procedures to minimize contact among individuals and to slow the spread of COVID-19 in adherence with
Governor Sisolak’s Declaration of Emergency and Directive 006 on public meetings.
The public will be able to participate in the meeting in person at 1616 Eighth Street, Minden, Nevada, or by joining
the meeting on Zoom® or by watching the livestream on YouTube. Please email planning@douglasnv.us or call
775-782-6217 if you would like to join the meeting virtually to make public comment and obtain the Zoom® login
information.

To watch the meeting:
Members of the public may click on the following link to watch the livestream of the Planning Commission
Meeting: https://youtu.be/VK2tyBkhiHs

Written public comment:
▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

To offer public comment before the meeting, members of the public may submit public comments by
email to: planning@douglasnv.us. Please make sure to state your name, item number and position on the
item.
Written public comments may also be mailed to the Douglas County Community Development at Post
Office Box 218, Minden, Nevada 89423, but all public comments must be received prior to the date of the
meeting if the comments are to be included in the supplemental materials.
All written public comments that are received prior to 4:00 PM the day before the meeting will be
compiled and will be added as supplemental material for the Planning Commissioners and the public to
review prior to the meeting.
Any written public comment received the day of the meeting will be compiled and added as supplemental
materials to the County’s website and distributed to the Planning Commissioners within 24 hours after the
meeting.
Members of the public may call the Planning Department at 775-782-6217 or the County Manager’s office
at 775-782-9821 to obtain help making public comment.

Public comment during the meeting: There are two ways for the public to join the meeting and participate in public
comment.
1. In person: Members of the public may attend the meeting in person at the following location:
• 1616 Eighth Street, Minden, Nevada.
Capacity restrictions and procedures to adhere to social distancing will be in place.
2. Zoom: If you would like to join the Zoom® meeting to make public comment, you can request access by
emailing planning@douglasnv.us or calling 775-782-6217.
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•

Zoom® participants will be muted until it is time for public comment. A moderator will then
unmute callers one at a time for public comment.
• Members of the public should begin their public comment by stating and spelling their full name
and whether he or she favors, opposes or has no opinion on the agenda item under
consideration.
• If members of the public desire to comment on more than one agenda item and believe that
their comments will exceed the three minutes offered at both the beginning and end of the
meeting, they are encouraged to submit written public comments to supplement their verbal
public comments.
Members of the public may request an electronic copy of the agenda or the supporting materials by contacting
the planning department at 775-782-6217 or by email planning@douglasnv.us. Electronic copies of the agenda
and supporting materials are also available at the following websites:
•
•

State of Nevada Public Notices website: https://notice.nv.gov/
Douglas County Meeting website:
https://douglascountynv.iqm2.com/Citizens/Default.aspx

It is the intent of the Planning Commission to protect the dignity of citizens who wish to comment before the
Commission. It is also the members’ wish to provide the citizens of Douglas County with an environment that
upholds the highest professional standards. Citizens should have the ability to freely comment on items and/or
projects that are brought before the Commission for action without interference.
Notice to Persons with Disabilities: Members of the public who are disabled or require special assistance or
accommodations are requested to notify the County Clerk’s Office in writing at P.O. Box 218, Minden, Nevada
89423 or by calling 782-9821 at least 20 hours in advance.

CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
PUBLIC COMMENT (NO ACTION)
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of the
Planning Commission. Additional public comment periods may be allowed on individual agenda items at the
discretion of the Chairperson. It is requested that members of the public comment on those agenda items when
they are considered. In addition to Opening Public Comment, public comment will also be taken on Items 1,2
and 3 when they are discussed by the Planning Commission.
Public comment is limited to three minutes per speaker on matters over which the Planning Commission has
jurisdiction, supervision or control. The Planning Commission wants to encourage the respectful consideration
of all views by members of the public. If the content of any voice mail is willfully disruptive of the meeting by
being irrelevant, repetitious, slanderous, offensive, inflammatory, irrational, or amounts to a personal attack
or interfering with the rights of others, the voice message will be skipped to the next public comment.
As of (state time), opening Public Comment is closed.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
For possible action. Approval of proposed agenda. The Planning Commission reserves the right to take items in a
different order; to combine two or more agenda items for consideration; and to remove items from the agenda or
delay discussion relating to an item on the agenda at any time.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
For possible action. Approval of the draft minutes - Planning Commission – March 9, 2021 1:00 PM
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PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 21-0044 for a Division of Land into Large Parcels
to divide 204.31 acres into 5 parcels ranging in size from 39.87 acres to 42.22 acres. The subject parcel is
located along East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane in the RA-5 (Rural-Agriculture, 5-acre minimum parcel size)
zoning district in the East Valley Community Plan. (APN 1320-14-002-018) The applicant is Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO,
Bently Family, LTD Partnership.
Planner: Lucille Rao
775-782-6218
lrao@douglasnv.us
2. For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 20-0322 a Tentative Subdivision Map to create
35 industrial parcels ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres. The project site is located on 78.7 acres at the
northwest corner of Heybourne Road and Airport Road in the LI (Light Industrial) and A-19 (Agriculture – 19
acre minimum) zoning districts and the Airport Community Plan area. The applicant is Bently Family LTD
Partnership. (APNs 1320-07-002-005, 1320-07-002-006, 1320-08-001-011, 1320-08-002-005, 1320-08-002006).
Planner: Lorenzo Mastino 775-782-6212 lmastino@douglasnv.us
3. For possible action. Discussion on Development Application DP 21-0046 a Major Variance to the minimum
required parking to allow for a proposed commercial development consisting of 292,805 square feet of
commercial bakery space and 133,812 square feet of warehouse and distribution space to provide 465 parking
spaces where 586 are required. The project site is located on 30.7 acres at 2453 Heybourne Road, in the LI
(Light Industrial) zoning district and the Airport Community Plan area. The applicant is Dave Marson (APN
1320-05-002-016).
Planner: Lorenzo Mastino 775-782-6212 lmastino@douglasnv.us

CLOSING PUBLIC COMMENT (NO ACTION)
At this time, public comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of the
Planning Commission or those agenda items where public comment has not already been taken.

ADJOURNMENT
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Draft
The Regular Meeting of the Planning Commission was held on March 9, 2021
beginning at 1:00 PM, in the Douglas County Administration Building located at
1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada and was streamed via Live Stream Video Link, Douglas County YouTube Channel. When applicable, the minutes
below have been transcribed.
CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:
Kirk Walder, Chairman
Maureen Casey, Vice Chairwoman
Bryan Oland, Member
Mark Neddenriep, Member
Kristi Kandel, Member
Bryce Clutts, Member
Nicholas Maier, Member
STAFF PRESENT:
Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director
Sam Booth, Planning Manager
Sam Taylor, Deputy District Attorney
Coleen Zepeda, Development Coordinator
Nicki Leeper, Clerk Supervisor
Shanna Greathouse, Deputy Clerk
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Led by Chairman Walder.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Walder speaks:
We’ll begin with Public Comment. At this time, Public Comment will be taken on
those items that are within the jurisdiction and control of the Planning
Commission. Additional Public Comment periods may be allowed on individual
agenda items at the discretion of the Chairperson. It is requested that members
of the public, on those agenda items, when they are considered. In addition to
Opening Public Comment, Public Comment will also be taken on Items 1 and 2
when they are discussed by the Planning Commission. I will also take Public
Comment on approval of the agenda and approval of the minutes, and we will
also have Closing Public Comment. Public Comment is limited to three minutes
per person on matters over which the Planning Commission has jurisdiction,
supervision or control. The Planning Commission wants to encourage the
respectful consideration of all views by members of the public. If the content of
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The meeting was called to order at 1:01 PM.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

Coleen Zepeda, Development Coordinator, speaks:
I do have one call that came in to the Public Comment line. I’ll start with that
and then I’ll move on to Jim Slade and Mark to see if they want to comment.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Just give me a second.
Ellie Waller speaks:
I’m asking the Planning Commissioners to request a presentation for an
upcoming meeting on community plans. It is time to prioritize updating the
various plans. The upcoming presentation on Transfer of Development Rights is
only one reason. The Future Land Use Maps were really never open for
discussion and action during the Master Plan Update and were put in place by
staff as directed by, I’m not really sure whom. The approval of projects based on
Future Land Use Maps is not always consistent with what the individual
communities would want to see on the ground in the future. An example, Clear
Creek at Tahoe is proposing a potential development on an adjacent property
they own under their LLC called 545-Acre Schneider Ranch Property. Agenda
Item Number 3, a brief presentation by Community Development staff of
Transfer Development Rights Program in Douglas County. Staff will provide a
historical summary of the use of Transfer of Development Rights and review the
analysis provided in the 2020 Master Plan. This item should become the subject
of a Joint Board of Commissioners and Planning Commission public workshop
for input from the community, as well as staff. Agenda Item Number 2, for
possible action. Discussion on a request for a Special Use Permit for a
manufactured home park consisting of 159 homes, a clubhouse and amenities.
The subject property is located along Muller Parkway and Pinenut Road east of
Highway 395, in the Gardnerville Community Plan area. I would like staff to give
a brief summary of what it means to annex property into the Town of
Gardnerville. What responsibilities, like water, will-serve, etc. come with
annexation? This is yet another example of the necessity of community plan
updates so all residents in specific locales can weigh in. Is there a required
phasing plan and how many years are anticipated for the build out of the

March 9, 2021
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any voicemail is willfully disruptive of the meeting by being irrelevant,
repetitious, slanderous, offensive, inflammatory, irrational or amounts to a
personal attack or interfering with the rights of others, the voice message will be
skipped to the next Public Comment. And again, if you have Public Comment on
Items Number 1 or Number 2 on the agenda, please save those until those items
are called up. We will now begin Public Comment at 1:02 PM. Coleen, you can
either start with anything that's been called in, or you can start with members
who are on the Zoom call for Opening Public Comment.

proposed 159 units? Will all pads, I guess they're called, be prepped so people
have a choice of location or is this phase in segments of the property? Will
landscaping the entire project be required in Phase 1? Describe metal, open
perimeter fence. Is there an intent to screen from neighboring housing
developments? From the Staff Report, P3.27 New Types of Neighborhoods and
Agrihoods, Gardnerville may discretionarily allow new types of neighborhoods in
Receiving and Urban Reserve Areas reflecting emerging social and economic
trends. A side note, since this was used for approval, I thought we were removing
the word agrihood from documentation in Douglas County. And lastly, are their
associated County financial obligations for Muller Parkway associated with this
project? Please discuss. Thank you.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Sorry. I guess part of that should have been after Item 2.
Chairman Walder speaks:
That’s okay. It's hard when people are calling in, so we'll give them a little
latitude on that.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Okay, and it looks like Jim Slade would like to comment. Jim, you're up please.
You have three minutes.
Jim Slade speaks:
Can you hear me?
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Yep. Go ahead.
Mr. Slade speaks:
I know how…
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Woops.
Mr. Slade speaks:
Excuse me?
Chairman Walder speaks:
You must have gotten cut off, Jim. Do you want to go ahead and start over and
we will start your time over?
Mr. Slade speaks:
Okay. I know how important it is to all the Planning Commissioners to hear
Public Comment from concerned members of the public on all action agenda
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DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

items that come before you, so I want to thank Chairman Walder for allowing
Public Comment on Items 1 and 2, when they're being discussed by the Planning
Commission, as it should be. Chairman Walder reminded all of you at your
meeting last month that Public Comment is always welcome and that the
Planning Commissioners should never make up their minds on any agenda item
until they’ve had an opportunity to hear from the public. Deputy DA Ritchie
reminded everyone at our recent Board meeting that Public Comment is in fact
required by the Open Meeting Law, as I’m sure you all know. So, to any Planning
Commission whoever objects to having to listen to Public Comment on various
issues, I would remind you that you need to abide by the policy of the Planning
Commission, the directives of the Chairman, and the Office of the District
Attorney, and obey the dictates of the Open Meeting Law. If any of you can't do
that, you should resign. Thank you.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you. Anybody else for Opening Public Comment?
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Nobody else has reached out.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, I have 1:08 PM, so we've extended an opportunity for people to call in.
Again, I failed to give the phone number, but for Public Comment on the
individual items that we have for Public Comment and for Closing Public
Comment, the number is 775-783-6088. Is that correct? Did I get that number
right, Coleen?
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Yes.
Chairman Walder speaks:
So, you can phone in Public Comments during the meeting, and as always
emailed comments are appropriate; planning@douglasnv.us. Those are
additional methods for Public Comment. So, we'll close Public Comment,
Opening Public Comment, and we'll move to approval of the agenda.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Chairman Walder read the agenda item into the record.
Chairman Walder speaks:
We have three items listed on our agenda, does anyone have any questions or
comments on the proposed agenda items? Maureen.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Maureen. Other comments or questions on the proposed agenda? I
think, Maureen, you make a very good point. We did have extended discussions
on TDRs at the Master Plan discussions. There's a lot of material that's out
there. I do want to extend the courtesy to our new Member and anybody else
who does have items that they want to bring forward, so I’d like to be as liberal
as we can on agenda items. I do recognize that we want to be efficient in our
meetings. We want to use the staffs’ time very efficiently as well, so I think your
point is well taken. But I would hope that we could accommodate people where
we can accommodate them with their requests to have materials brought
forward and discussed in a public forum. Other comments or questions on the
agenda?
Member Maier speaks:
If you can point me to that material that's pertinent to the TDR discussion that
Maureen spoke about, I would be happy to remove this if this is redundant for
the rest of the staff.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Well, it's up to the Members of the Planning Commission on the approval of the
agenda. I think most of the material that was in the Master Plan has been
included by the staff in the material in the packet. But, again, I’d like to indulge
Members where we can, if they only have four or five questions that they want to
ask, and if it's information that they feel is necessary to be brought forward, that
certainly is something that all Members should be entitled to do, and have
discussion on. So, I’ll leave it to the will of the Planning Commission as to how
they want to handle this agenda item. Bryce.
Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I agree with Maureen and I appreciate and respect
Member Maier’s comments. I think the challenge with this is, each year different
Commissioners are going to review different things. We spent a lot of time on the
Master Plan. I think it's difficult to go back and educate new Planning
Commissioners on different programs or different subjects within the county
that have already been kind of dealt with. And so, if Member Maier’s open to it, I
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Mr. Chair, I would like to have the Board consider removing Item 3, the TDR
discussion, from our agenda. Over the last couple of years, we've had a lot of
presentation from staff. We’ve spent hours during the Master Plan hearing about
the TDR program, and I don't think it's relevant to what we're doing right now.
Staff has been tasked with coming back to us and to the Board of
Commissioners later on in the year with upgrades and updates and revisions to
the TDR plan. So, I would like to remove it, because I just don't think it's
relevant at this time.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

Member Maier speaks:
Yeah. I’m amicable to that, but I’d like to reserve the right to bring it back in the
future to specifically talk about how we improve this program. Because it,
historically, I mean, it hasn't worked for the last ten years. So, I think Planning
needs to come back with a presentation on how we're going to improve this
program, update this program in the future. Because, historically, I’m looking at
the data, it just doesn't seem that it's working.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Very good.
Member Maier speaks:
And I know that staff has some ideas on how to move forward on that.
Audio recording lost for a period of time due to technical difficulties.
The following was summarized.
Chairman Walder thanked Nick and stated Nick and Bryce made very good
points. He noted the TDR program was one of the Implementation Items in the
Master Plan and remarked Mark had worked very hard on that. He indicated
Mark would work hard to have staff bring more information forward as it was in
the works.
Chairman Walder opened Public Comment for approval of the agenda.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Jim Slade stated he wouldn’t mind a brief presentation from staff as they had
put time into a presentation and noted it may provide clarification for the public
as well. He stated he would abide by the consensus of the Planning Commission
if they didn’t want to hear it today.
Chairman Walder thanked Mr. Slade and asked if there were comments from
anyone else in the public.
Ms. Zepeda confirmed there were no other callers for Public Comment.
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think we provide the information, provide direction to where that information is,
and if there's further questions and we need to bring this back for some sort of
discussion or debate, I think, I speak for me, I would be open to that. But, it
does seem like a lot of time being spent going over something that we've already
spent quite a bit of time on. I do want to respect Member Maier’s request and try
to get him the information that he needs and if he's amicable to that, then
remove it from the agenda.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
Chairman Walder asked if anyone wanted to make a motion on the approval of
the agenda.
Audio recording resumed.

Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Nick. Nick moves approval of the agenda, minus Item 3. Is there a
second?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I’ll second.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen seconds the motion. Is there any further discussion on the motion?
Seeing no further discussion, then I’ll call the role. This is on Nick’s motion to
approve the agenda, minus Item 3. Nick?
Member Maier speaks:
Yes.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Kristi?
Member Kandel speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryce?
Member Clutts speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Mark?
Member Neddenriep speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryan?
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Member Maier speaks:
Kirk, I’ll make a motion to approve the agenda, leaving off Item Number 3.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
Member Oland speaks:
Nay. I’ll just say that I would have liked to hear what you guys had to say, Sam
and Tom.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryan votes aye. Maureen?

Chairman Walder speaks:
And the Chair votes aye, so there's seven votes aye and no votes nay; so the
agenda is approved, minus Item 3. We’ll now move on to approval of the
minutes, this is for possible action. Approval of the draft minutes of the Planning
Commission on February 9th, 2021.
Member Clutts speaks:
Mr. Chair? Chair?
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryce? Bryan?
Member Oland speaks:
I was a nay. Not an aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
I’m sorry?
Member Oland speaks:
I was a nay, not an aye. 6-1.
Chairman Walder speaks:
I’m sorry Bryan. I misconstrued your comments in your vote. So, I will correct
the approval of the agenda, six votes aye, one vote nay. Thank you, Bryan.
MOTION to approve the agenda, minus Item Number 3; carried.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
NAYE:

APPROVED [6 TO 1]
Nick Maier, Member
Maureen Casey, Member
Walder, Casey, Neddenriep, Maier, Kandel, Clutts
Oland
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Aye.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Planning Commission - Regular - Live Stream - Video Link - Feb 9, 2021
1:00 PM

Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I have one correction. Great job on the minutes. Packet page 20, 3rd paragraph,
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks; it says, “just looks like a little peek on the roof.”
It's P-E-A-K, not P-E-E-K. If no one else has any corrections, I’ll move adoption of
the minutes.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you for that correction, Maureen. I would like to open this up to Public
Comment, since it is for possible approval, and the reason I do this is because
there may be members of the public who spot corrections that we don't spot,
either in things that they may have said that are incorrectly printed in the
minutes. So, I do want to offer the public the opportunity to comment on the
minutes, as far as corrections that they see that we may have not observed. Is
there anybody in the public that would like to comment on the approval of the
minutes?
PUBLIC COMMENT- None
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, if there are no Public Comments on Approval of Minutes, then Maureen,
you can go ahead with your motion to approve the minutes.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I’ll repeat my motion to approve the minutes, with a single correction.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, is there a second?
Member Maier speaks:
Second.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Nick seconds Maureen’s motion to approve the minutes. Is there any discussion?
Seeing no discussion, I’ll call the role on approval of the minutes. Nick?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Now, on approval of the minutes. I’ve read this into the record. This is the draft
minutes of the Planning Commission, February 9th, 2021. Are there corrections
to the minutes of the meeting on February 9th? Maureen.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
Member Maier speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Kristi?

Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryce?
Member Clutts speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Mark?
Member Neddenriep speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryan?
Member Oland speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
And the Chair votes aye. So, approval of the minutes is seven in favor and none
against. So, the minutes are approved.
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Member Kandel speaks:
Aye.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
MOTION to adopt the February 9, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
minutes with the correction; carried.
APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Maureen Casey, Vice Chairwoman
Nick Maier, Member
Oland, Walder, Casey, Neddenriep, Maier, Clutts, Kandel

PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. For possible corrective action. Pursuant to NRS 241.0365, notice is
provided to the public of an email dated March 1, 2021, from a Member of
the Planning Commission to a quorum of the other Planning
Commissioners on a matter within the “supervision, control, jurisdiction or
advisory power” of the Planning Commission. Specifically, the March 1,
2021, email discussed a project for Stoneridge Communities LLC, owned by
James J Butch Peri (APN 1220-11-001-077 and DP 20-0320) and related
matters which may come before the Planning Commission for action at a
future Planning Commission meeting.
Chairman Walder read the agenda item into the record.
Chairman Walder speaks:
What I would like to do on this item, is I’d like to first ask Members of the
Planning Commission if they have questions on the item. After any questions
from the Planning Commission Members, I would ask each Member to provide a
brief statement for the record, concerning the matter that we have before us.
We’ll then go to Public Comment, and after that we will entertain a motion and
discussion for approval of the motion. So, are there any questions of the
Members of the Planning Commission on this particular item that I’ve read into
the record? Nick.
Member Maier speaks:
I just want to make a statement. I mean, this was my error. And I erroneously
copied all the Members of the Planning Commission on a request that I had to
Sam Booth and Tom Dallaire for materials on this particular item. So, I apologize
for that error, but it was completely innocuous.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Nick. Any other questions Members of the Planning
Commission have on this question, on this item now? Okay, if there's no further
questions, then I’ll go first on making a brief statement and then I’ll move on and
call on the other Planning Commission Members. I read the email on Monday
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RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

Member Kandel speaks:
I saw the email come across and when I started to read the content, I actually
moved the email to another folder, because I had a feeling that it probably was
something that, of this nature. So, I think it was Sam Taylor who clarified it, so I
actually did not digest the contents of the email. I do feel I can make an
independent decision.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Kristi. Other Members of the Planning Commission that would care
to make statements or comments at this point? Bryce.
Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. When I saw the email come across and noticed that
other Commissioners were copied, I actually deleted the email. So I have not
read the contents of it and don't believe it'll impact my judgment today.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Bryce. Mark.
Member Neddenriep speaks:
Yes, so I did read the email. I have not discussed the email with any member of
the public or any other Planning Commission Member. And I too, am open, and I
do believe that I can make an independent decision on this matter should it
come before us.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Mark. Bryan.
Member Oland speaks:
I did too read the email when it came through. Seeing all the Commissioners, I
also did delete it, but I read it again in the packet today. So, I can make an
independent judgment. I did take this as more of a misunderstanding of code,
rather than comments relating to the development. And I did not talk about this
with any Commissioners or any other public members.
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morning, March 1st. As with every agenda item that comes before the Planning
Commission, I can keep an open mind and do not make a final decision on any
issue until a complete presentation has been made. I have listened to all of the
views of everyone on the Planning Commission and Public Comment.
Notwithstanding this email, I believe I can make an independent judgment on
any matter that comes before the Planning Commission. So, I’d be happy to open
it now to other Members of the Planning Commission to make statements and
then we'll go to Public Comment in passage of the recommended motion. Kristi.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryan. Maureen.

Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Maureen. Nick, you made a very good statement before. If
you wanted to add anything, that's fine. If not, I will move to Public Comment
and we'll finish up with a motion.
Member Maier speaks:
I just want to follow up on my previous comments that I have not discussed this
issue with any other Board Members or any members of the public. The material
that I was requesting was subsequently provided by Sam Taylor and the
Planning Department. So, the material that I requested was provided to all the
Commissioners.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Nick.
Chairman Walder speaks:
I would like to open now, this to Public Comment. Coleen, if you've gotten any
comments or people are raising their hand, we’ll entertain Public Comment and
then we'll move to the motion that's on the agenda action sheet.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Coleen Zepeda, Development Coordinator, speaks:
I haven't received any comments regarding Item 1. I’ll reach out to Jim Slade and
see if he wanted to comment. Jim, did you want to comment?
Jim Slade speaks:
Yes, please. By the way, I don't see the capability on my computer screen to raise
my hand like I’ve seen on many Zoom meetings, so I’ll just point that out. I
believe that I’m more familiar than most with the Open Meeting Law, but it's
unclear to me exactly how this email by Member Maier violated the OML. Before
I became aware of the public's opportunity to comment on this item, which
again, I appreciate, I wrote the following to Deputy DA Taylor; “I trust that you
will clearly enunciate how Nick Maier’s email to staff violated the OML, including
the specific sections of NRS 241 that he may have violated. It seems to me that
he was almost exclusively asking for further information and clarification,
something that he thought his fellow Planning Commissioners might also find
helpful in making an informed decision. Mr. Maier doesn't seem to be saying how
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Okay, I’m last. I saw it. I read it. I didn't react. I didn't respond. I feel comfortable
with continuing on.

he might vote, nor does he seem to be trying to influence the vote of others. I
don't see how this would be characterized as a walking quorum, since to my
knowledge, no other Commissioners responded to him. Mr. Maier’s email, it
seems to me, could or should have been added to the Supplemental Material by
staff, since it was sent over a week ago. Is that not so? To be clear…” I continued
to Mr. Taylor, “I’m not saying that it wasn't a violation, I just hope that you will
explain it fully. The agenda packet does not seem to make that clear.” And then I
might just add, if publishing this email corrects any possible OML violation,
aren't most communications to staff from developers regarding specific projects
placed in Supplemental Material? And why couldn't this one have been placed
there as well? Thank you.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Jim. Anything else that's popped up, Coleen?
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
No.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. Then I’ll close the Public Comment. And I will note for the record, in
response to a Public Comment, that the email in question, is included in packet
page 93 of the Members packets. It continues on to packet page 94. And I think
it's a fairly complete explanation of what Nick was asking. And we do take this
action out of an abundance of caution. We always want to be as transparent as
we possibly can. The Open Meeting Law is complex. It can be confusing, but I
think we all try and exercise good judgment, and try and make public
disclosures whenever and wherever we can and keep our discussions to the open
meetings. So, that would be my general comments and if staff or Members of the
Planning Commission wanted to comment or ask questions further, we will
entertain that now. If not, we will go to the motion that is on packet page 92. If
there's a Member of the Planning Commission that wants to make the motion or
ask any further questions on this issue? Bryce.
Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to accept the publishing of the email from
Planning Commissioner Nick Maier to the other Members of the Planning
Commission, attached to this agenda item, as corrective action of an Open
Meeting Law violation in compliance with NRS 241.0365.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Is there a second to Bryce’s motion?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Second.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen seconds the motion. Is there a discussion on the motion? Seeing no
discussion, I’ll call the roll. Those in favor will vote aye. Nick?
Member Maier speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Kristi?
Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 9, 2021 1:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Member Kandel speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryce?
Member Clutts speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Mark?
Member Neddenriep speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryan.
Member Oland speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
And the Chair votes aye. So, in this item there's seven ayes and no nays and the
motion carries.
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MOTION to accept the publishing of the email from Planning Commissioner Nick
Maier to the other Members of the Planning Commission as corrective action of
an Open Meeting Law violation in compliance with NRS 241.0365; carried.

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Bryce Clutts, Member
Maureen Casey, Vice Chairwoman
Oland, Walder, Casey, Neddenriep, Maier, Clutts, Kandel

2. For possible action. Discussion on a request for a Special Use Permit for
a Manufactured Home Park consisting of 159 homes, a clubhouse and
amenities. The subject property is located along Muller Parkway and
Pinenut Road east of Highway 395 North, in the Gardnerville Community
Plan Area. The applicant is Chuck Hathoot, representative for Stoneridge
Communities, LLC, the current Property Owner is James, J. Butch Peri
(APN 1220-11-001-077). Development Application DP 20-0320. (Lucille
Rao)
Chairman Walder read the agenda item into the record.
Chairman Walder speaks:
As we usually do, we'll start with the presentation from staff, we’ll then move to
the presentation or comments by the applicant, and then we'll have questions
from the Planning Commission and Public Comment. So, Lucille, I think you're
on top on this one. So, if you would go ahead, we’ll hear your presentation.
Lucille Rao, Assistant Planner, speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m going to do a brief presentation and then the
applicant has a more extensive presentation, so I’ll begin. On this slide we have
the zoning and the Land Use. The zoning is Multi-Family, Land Use is also MultiFamily. The site is located southeast of the Town of Gardnerville, east of Highway
395, and it fronts along Muller Parkway and Pinenut Road, also within the
Future Urban Reserve Area, as part of the Gardnerville Plan for Prosperity. A real
excerpt from the Plan for Prosperity; Minden and Gardnerville’s Receiving and
Urban Reserve Areas represent long term opportunities to develop the next
generation of residential neighborhoods. The next slide is an aerial of the
surrounding parcels and, as you can see, most of the property surrounding Mr.
Peri’s property is vacant, with the exception of the Gardnerville Water Company,
The Chateau and Assisted Living Facility and the Gardnerville Health and
Rehabilitation Center Nursing Home. The County and the Town is expecting
future growth to expand to this area.
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Zoning Map; we have the subject parcels, Multi-Family, we have A-19, we have
General Commercial, we have the Gardnerville Water Company, Public Facility,
some more A-19, Light Industrial to the east and some Service Industrial further
east and south. Here's the site layout, which you can find in your packet, page
118. This project has 159 homes with garages. It includes walking paths, a
community center with amenities such as a putting green, pickleball,
horseshoes, a tot lot, and the dog park. The applicant is required by code, Title
20.664.110, to provide amenities and open space, as well as parking, perimeter
fencing with a six-foot landscape buffer. The landscape buffer will be on the
outside, as you can see as depicted in the site plan here. The Development Plan
proposed by the applicants since 2018 is 159 homes, as I described, open space,
clubhouse, guest parking. The density at this point is 5.4 units per acre. MultiFamily Zoning does allow 16 units per acre with only a Design Review and no
public hearings.
The applicant has proposed this project to Douglas County since 2017, and has
been working with staff for entitlements. Those entitlements all went before the
County Commissioners, beginning in September of 2017. Mr. Peri received
approval for a Master Plan Land Use change from Agriculture to Multi-Family
residential and a Zoning Map Amendment to include the Manufactured Housing
Overlay, which is required for a manufactured home community. So, you can see
the history of entitlements on this slide from September through August of 2019.
Staff’s findings can be found in the packet on pages 102 to 105. Staff believes all
findings can be made to approve the proposed Special Use Permit. The proposed
manufactured home community has received all required entitlements with
regards to zoning and Master Plan changes. The required approval for the
Special Use Permit only pertains to a Manufactured Home Park and would not
be required for other Multi-Family uses. It is within the Planning Commission's
jurisdiction to approve the Special Use Permit and impose additional conditions
as part of the Special Use Permit if they deemed it applicable. Staff is
recommending approval of DP 20-0320, a Special Use Permit for Chuck Hathoot,
representative for Stoneridge Communities, LLC, and the owner is James J.
Butch Peri, based on the Staff Report, required findings, presentation and Public
Comment. I’m available for any questions.
To review Ms. Rao’s full presentation please see the Supplemental Meeting
Materials.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Lucille. Chuck, I don't know if you want to share your
screen, or if Lucille has information that she can present for you, but we'll turn
it over to you. Then, we also do have representatives of the Gardnerville Town
and other County staff on the Zoom call that are able to also answer questions at
the appropriate time, but Chuck, your next. Please go ahead and either share
your screen or allow us to present whatever visuals you have.
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Chuck Hathoot, representing Stoneridge Communities, LLC, speaks:
My first… can you hear me?
Chairman Walder speaks:
Yes, we can. Very good.

Chairman Walder speaks:
I think that looks good. Sometimes you can eliminate that left side panel at the
top, but you've got good information there, so please go ahead however you'd like
to do this.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Well, so first, some of the information is going to be redundant from what Ms.
Rao just presented. So far, it is, I apologize, which is the first screen. Basically,
the overview of the project of 159 Homes Lifestyle Community 55 Plus. The next
screen, did that come up?
Chairman Walder speaks:
Yes, that looks fine.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Okay. Here we go. So, this again, is what we just went over, the Master Plan
Amendment approvals, Zoning Map Amendment, Manufactured Housing
Overlay, which was approved by the PC as well, as you know, a parcel split, and
now we're here for the Special Use Permit application. One thing that keeps
coming up, and I’m trying to explain this, some people don't understand the 99year land lease. It's really a simple concept. It's a way to defer the price of the
land over a period of time rather than the buyer paying for it upfront. An
example would be maybe leasing your car. So, you're not coming up with all the
down payments and other things of that nature. This was done, as it says here
on the slide, to lower the price of the homes and keep the home prices low or less
than it would be if we did fee land. The Tax Assessor's office and legal counsel
has looked at this in the next slide; a couple slides down, you'll see the letter
from them. There will be provisions at the expiration of the lease, which there
has to be for FHA. If there was no 99-year lease, there's no FHA and VA
financing. Rates, for example, with no 99-year lease are six to 12 percent,
because a manufactured home at that point is considered personal property
rather than real property, and there's no other funding vehicles for that that I’m
aware of.
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Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Sorry, this is my first time doing this with the sharing of the screen thing, so I’m
trying to get it to…

If we had done it the other way, as I just mentioned, with a fee land model, with
the buyer owning the lots, the home prices would be $400,000 plus, which
defeats the purpose of the project. The process is that the homes are converted
to real property in escrow, the buyer owns the improvements, Stoneridge retains
the land, based on that land lease fee. The homeowner pays their own taxes on
the improvements, Stoneridge pays the property taxes on the land. The land
lease fee may be deductible for certain homeowners, depending on their tax
situation. Obviously, everybody is going to be different. Again, this was done this
way for better home owner financing, stability, and to keep prices low. And then
back to the other model, in a typical manufactured housing community, they
can raise rents every two to three years. We're going to have fixed rate increases
in that 99-year land lease, so the homeowner is going to know exactly what
they're getting themselves into. Our VA and FHA financing is currently at 3.25 to
3.5 percent, as opposed to what I just mentioned with typical manufactured
house community financing at anywhere from six to 12 percent. Any questions
on this? I know this keeps coming up about the land lease fee, while I’m here.
Member Maier speaks:
What are the fixed rates that you're going to charge?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
We have, none of that, that's not in stone, yet. But there's certain criteria that we
have to meet through Social Security as far as rent increases and that, moving
forward.
Member Maier speaks:
So, are these rate increases on the price of the home or on the land?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
No. Just on the land lease. This is strictly all about the land lease. Once they
buy their home, they buy their home and that’s done, obviously. Plus, I’m glad
you brought that up. There’s no HOA on top of any of this. This is all there is, is
the one land lease fee that is going to cover everything.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Chuck, why don't you try and go ahead with all of your presentation and if
Members can just save their questions until we get to the end, that might
facilitate the discussion. Then we’ll recognize people for as many questions as
they have. Sam Taylor did you need to interject something first?
Sam Taylor, Deputy District Attorney, speaks:
Mr. Chair, one issue that came up that I would like to, I mean, because Chuck
asked for comment on this particular item at this time; it would be nice, Chuck,
if you could maybe inform the public and Members of the Commission what the
status is of the property at the end of the lease term.
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Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Well, at the end of the 99-year lease?

Mr. Hathoot speaks:
There has to be provisions. At this point, we're seeking legal counsel on that
now. But at year 45 of that 99-year lease, there has to be provisions moving
forward beyond the 99-year land lease, otherwise FHA will not finance those
homes. So, we have to put a provision in there, moving forward. Having said
that, at the end of 99-years, there could possibly be a homeowner buyout
scenario, there could be extending the 99-year lease for another 99-years. There
are several ways to go. In 99-years, I’m not going to be here, so I want to do
whatever is best for the homeowners at that time and let them have at it.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Chuck, why don't you just go ahead and finish off your slides and then we'll
come back to Members of the Planning Commission or raise other issues.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Sure.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
This one in particular, I was asked about with the Assessor's Office, and this is
just the email from the Assessor in regards to the project, and he consulted with
legal counsel. I’m not sure which legal counsel they use over at the Assessor's
Office, but they were in full agreement that they could do this as a leasehold
account for property taxes and that they had no issues with it moving forward.
In fact, they said they had done this previously in another development.
The next slide is just the same slide that was presented before. Moving forward,
this is just another aerial; everybody knows Walmart’s there, Carson Valley
Medical, the golf course is just on the other side of 395. It's just a perfect
location if you're 55 and older, in my opinion. That's the recorded Parcel Map.
Here are some renderings that were done. This is not necessarily what we're
doing, but this is something similar. This is actually one of the homes. They all
have porches on them, and there's two different front elevations. This bay
window front, or the next one, which is the flat front. And then next up, we have
some elevations of the community center, it's about 3,000 square feet. It's going
to have a patio as well, barbecue area, and things of that nature. This is pretty
basic I guess, but, then here's the floor plan for the community center. We have
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Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yes.
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the onsite management office. We have an event kitchen, we have a fitness room
and an open area for whatever the residents would like to participate in.

So, here's the elephant in the room, the dreaded option two is the dreaded
apartment developers take over with the MFR Zoning, allowing 16 per acre or
464 apartments. Or that same apartment developer takes over, except present a
low-income project which is 19 per acre or 551 apartments. And just to close, I
would just like to say that we have stuck to the plan ever since day one from
what we presented to the Town of Gardnerville, moving forward, we haven't
deviated. We, both Mr. Peri and I, have both been approached by apartment
developers and we said no thank you. I gave my word to the Town, Planning
Commission and Members on the County Commission, that this is what we were
going to do if we got the MFR Zoning and here we are. And that was my last
slide.
To review Mr. Hathoot’s full presentation please see the Supplemental Meeting
Materials.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Chuck. We appreciate the presentation. I want to remind
Members, we’ll have questions first from Members of the Planning Commission
of either staff or of Chuck. Erik Nilssen is on the call. There were materials in the
Supplemental Materials for the Planning Commission from the Town of
Gardnerville, and I also want to note there were additional supplemental
comments that were provided yesterday, those were in a packet that was sent to
everybody and is on the website. I want to make sure those are given the
importance they deserve. We do have specific findings for the Special Use Permit,
they are on packet page 102, starting with A and going all the way through H, so
those were the important part of the material that need to be voted on when we
get to the process of having a motion, and voting on those. So, with that in mind,
I’ll turn it over to Members of the Planning Commission for questions that they
may have, and then we'll move to Public Comment and take it in that order.
Maureen, I saw your hand go up first, would you like to start?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Could we hear from Erik Nilssen about the conditions being opposed by the
Town of Gardnerville? At their board meeting, there was a lot of discussion
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Then our floor plans here; I know it's going to go quick here, but we have an
Emerald Collection, which has the bay window front. There are three of those,
progressively getting larger. And then we have the Tahoe Plan, which has the flat
front, there's three more of those. The option for our parcel is if the Special Use
Permit is approved, there's reasonably priced new homes for 55 and older, lots of
amenities, things to do, locations we just talked about, and where our density is
just under 5.5 per acre.
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regarding trash bins versus trash enclosure. So, it'd be nice to get the
clarification from their Town Manager.

Erik Nilssen, Gardnerville Town Manager, speaks:
Yeah, the trash service has been a point of discussion. The developer seeks to
have or had asked to have individual totes and those would be the blue barrels if
you live in Gardnerville or the green barrels if you live in Minden, just the 90gallon totes that you wheel out to your curb. Those are more used for singlefamily dwellings. What the Town does, because this is a single ownership,
commercial development, we require the trash enclosures, kind of the big two
cubic yard dumpsters that the truck comes by and picks up. There are
advantages and disadvantages to each. Obviously, with the individual totes, the
time to pick them up is greater than going and doing the dumpsters. But also,
the Town does make more towards its utilities to have individual totes. It is more
convenient for the individual owners to have the totes, as they can store them
behind their, in their garage or behind their house and wheel them out during
trash day. It is cleaner as well. The big problem, I think, with the individual totes
is number one, the roads are narrow. To pick each of them up with your trash
truck when you’ve got 159 of them out there, it would be difficult. And the other
reason why, generally, single ownership, where Chuck is owning the whole
property, we bill one owner, not 159. And if, for some reason, individual owners
don't pay we generally place a lien on their property. But if they don't own the
property, it’s leased property, there's nothing to lien against. There's no way for
the Town to recuperate past due charges. So, it's in County code, that's the
requirement, the board recommended to uphold County code. I don't know that
the other items were major; the other items that were covered were the
improvements to Muller Lane and Pinenut Road, which are covered in the
Development Agreement. The Town wanted a little bit wider road, the 20-foot
paved section is smaller than anything we have within the Town. The Town said
21-feet of pavement, plus a two-foot curb and gutter, which also lines up with
what the County was requiring. So, there's some requirements that help the
project meet the Town of Gardnerville Design Guidelines, we went over those
with the Town board meeting. Chuck didn't raise any objections to any of those,
specifically. So, with that, I can answer any other questions the Planning
Commissioners may have, but that was the sum of what the Town Board
discussed.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Erik. Maureen, did you have anything that you wanted to follow up
with Erik or anybody else at this point?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
A very good point. Erik, do you want to take two or three minutes and run
through what happened at the Town meeting and then specifically address
Maureen’s comments?
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Yes, I do.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Go ahead.

Mr. Nilssen speaks:
Yeah, they're not in the site plan. So the developer still has to get a Site
Improvement Permit to construct the improvements, the roads, the water, the
sewer. At the time of the Site Improvement Permit, we would work with the
developer for the locations of the trash bins. It's calculated at a half cubic yard
per week. With 159 units, they need 80 emptying’s of bins. The bins are two
yards, so, they could do 40 bins, once a week, 20 bins, four times a week. There
are different combinations and ways to make it work, it would just be up to the
developer how far to space them between the houses, or where to locate them
and the frequency of pickup. We pick up five days a week, so you could
potentially, I think, go down to 15 bins or 12 bins, whatever. Or like I said, you
could have a bunch. It just depends on the frequency of how often we would pick
them up.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
One of the concerns that was brought up, just a second Sam, can I, just let me
barf this out and then you can talk. One of the concerns that the applicant
expressed was people coming from out of the subdivision and dumping debris
into the boxes. That could be remedied if they gated the entrances; is that
correct?
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
All of the trash bins required by the Town for solid waste enclosures have gates
in front of them. The Town can provide locks to lock those. It would kind of be a
pain, everybody out there would have to have them. It could happen, it could be
a problem. We see in Aspen Park, Aspen Park is very similar to this. We don't
have people coming from off-site going into the community and dumping. But,
I’m sure it happens on occasion, but it's not, I don't think it happens often.
Those bins in Aspen Park are rarely overloaded.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Erik. Maureen, did you want to follow back up? I know Sam Taylor
had his hand up and then we can go to Nick after that.

March 9, 2021
Packet Pg. 26

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 9, 2021 1:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Erik, if the Planning Commission approves the large bins, as opposed to the
individual cans, would that require a design change in the project itself to
accommodate the larger bins?
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
No. I’ll let Sam and Sam talk.

Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yes. I’d just like to note, for the record, I don't think determining how
Gardnerville provides trash service is necessarily within the purview of the
Planning Commission. I think you can require trash service be provided, but I’m
not sure that it falls under the authority and control of the Planning Commission
to determine how Gardnerville performs their trash pickup services because they
have their own standards, and they have the authority to do that as granted to
them by the Board of County Commissioners. So, I’d just like to note that for the
record.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Sam. Sam Booth, did you have your hand up or need to interject, or
should we move to Nick?
Sam Booth, Planning Manager, speaks:
I did not, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, thank you. Nick, you're up next with questions that you might have for
any of the staff members or the applicant.
Member Maier speaks:
A couple of questions for Erik, for the Town of Gardnerville, in your material, you
noted that the cost of the home in 2019 would be approximately $200,000, but
you also noted that was not the price now. Can we get an idea about what the
price of the house is going to be, the manufactured houses?
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
I’ll probably let Chuck speak, I think the price is actually pretty close to what it
was when he initially made the presentation. I think he said low two hundreds,
and now I think he's talking mid two hundreds. I think I had remembered that
$400,000 value that Chuck had brought up in the materials where he said that
would be the cost if the land was purchased. So, I think that my materials, well,
there has been a price increase. I think that my materials might have made the
price increase seem more dramatic than what it originally was.

March 9, 2021
Packet Pg. 27

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 9, 2021 1:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, Sam Taylor and then Sam Booth, if you had a point on this. Then we'll
move to Nick as far as Planning Commissioners. Sam Taylor, go ahead.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Excuse me. Excuse me. Erik, before you go on to this, we're starting to get way
far afield of what we have before us. We don't have the Development Agreement
before us, we don't have conversations or discussions with the developer. I’m
willing to allow our discussion to move beyond the strict issues that we have
before us, but I want us to be all very careful, and Sam Taylor, please jump in if
I’m stating this incorrectly, that we're not redoing things that have been done
previously in the Development Agreement, in the Master Plan Amendment, in the
Zoning Map. We have before us the Specific Use Permit and we need to be
discussing items that relate to the Specific Use Permit. So, I’ll allow you to go
into other issues that seem important to you, but I think we need to be mindful
of that. This may be a question that's better directed to Mr. Hathoot rather than
Erik. But, I’ll let you go ahead and rephrase that question and then we'll see
where it goes.
Member Maier speaks:
Well, the Development Agreement was included in the packet. So, I reviewed the
Development Agreement, and it very clearly states what the developer is required
to do in order to develop this property. So, I’m asking, are we sticking to the
Development Agreement? Is the Development Agreement somehow moot at this
point?
Chairman Walder speaks:
Well, again, I’ll interject. It's not for us to determine whether we're asking for
revisions to the Development Agreement or whether the Development Agreement
is moot or whether somebody has commented on the Development Agreement.
The Planning Commission did not approve the Development Agreement. The
Planning Commission cannot revise the Development Agreement. So, I
appreciate your question and your concern, and again I’ll yield to Sam Taylor,
but I don't want our discussion to get so far afield and so muddled on
extraneous issues, that we lose sight of what our purpose is, which is the Special
Use Permit. So, Sam Taylor, please provide appropriate counsel for us at this
point.
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yes, if I may. I think Nick’s question is actually pertinent to this particular
application, because as a condition of moving forward and getting a Certificate of
Occupancy, they will have to complete the improvements called for in the
Development Agreement, which includes, and we've spoken of this with Mr.

March 9, 2021
Packet Pg. 28

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 9, 2021 1:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Member Maier speaks:
Okay. And Erik, you also noted in your discussions that the Development
Agreement required the applicant widen Muller Lane to four lanes, and that is in
the Development Agreement. But you also specifically noted that the applicant
was not agreeing to do that in their application. Did you get that resolved?

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
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Member Maier speaks:
That's exactly what I was asking. It specifically says in the Development
Agreement, in order for an Occupancy Permit for this project, that the developer
must do certain things, and one of those is improvements on Muller Lane and
widening it to four lanes. And I specifically noted in the presentation that was
presented by the Town of Gardnerville, the applicant said they were not signing
up to that.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Sam Booth, did you want to have an interjection and we'll turn it back to Chuck
or to Erik to elaborate on what Nick was asking about.
Mr. Booth speaks:
Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to call the Planning Commission’s
attention to packet page 105. There's Engineering Condition B.1.i, which
requires, in accordance with Section 4.9 of the Development Agreement, prior to
a site improvement or building permit being issued, the four lanes, the widening
of Muller Parkway, in accordance with the Development Agreement, must be
completed and there's a discussion there on that. But, the end of that condition
goes on to state that it must be completed prior to a Certificate of Occupancy for
any structure built on the property. So, staff has conditioned the project that it
must be built in accordance with the Development Agreement. I believe Mr.
Hathoot is aware of the condition and is agreeable to it. Additionally, our
engineering staff that wrote that condition is available for any questions.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Sam. Chuck, maybe it's appropriate for you to go next too, and then
Erik, if you need to fill in anything, we’ll let you speak. But Chuck, go ahead and
provide your answer to Nick’s question.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Well, it sounds worse than it was. The reason I said no, we were not doing that,
because I was aware of the Developer Agreement and the Developer Agreement
was with Peri Ranch, not Stoneridge Villas. So, we were told that, we had a
meeting with legal counsel, Sam Taylor was there, and everybody else. Mr. Peri
acknowledged that it was on him and not us to widen Muller Parkway. That
agreement had been in place for years. Moving forward, we're aware of the
Certificate of Occupancy, so they're holding both of our feet to the fire. There was
also a provision of possibly doing a bond, but I don't think that's going to
happen. The way it looks is we're getting, Mr. Peri is getting started on the plans,
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Hathoot, staff has, which includes widening Muller Lane to four lanes, all the
way up to the Virginia Ditch. So, he is aware of this requirement, and that it
needs to happen, and that it's a requirement for his development. So, I think
that maybe is what Nick was asking. I’m not sure.
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Moving forward, as far as the trash enclosure thing, I’m back on the agenda, on
April the 6th, as far as that goes. We've found another three feet in the road
width. Moving forward, the other thing too is we were going to put the totes onsite. We're going to have a pad for our residents to put the totes on, moving
forward. So, and I was able to drive around, I just was in Gardnerville all last
week. I found streets that were way narrower than ours that have totes, moving
forward. So, if you figure the numbers, the totes are about 24 inches deep, so
two feet. Two feet on other side, so you have four foot there. Plus, we're going to
be able to widen the street to 23 based on the redesign of the curb and gutter
structure. The project was not designed with bins in mind. When we first had
our pre-development meeting, that's how it was laid out and Tom Dallaire was
the Town Manager at the time. I’m just looking and thinking of our residents,
primarily, schlepping their trash into these bins, and I know they do it in other
communities, but we've taken great pride in trying to get this thing as close to a
stick-built development as we can. As far as the billing, Mr. Nilssen is incorrect.
The bank is putting a loan on these houses, because they're converted to real
property. The Town could put a lien on them if they wanted to as well. I think
there's some happy medium there. If Stoneridge was to guarantee, if somebody
was 90 days late or more, maybe Stoneridge comes in and backs it. There’s ways
to work that out, and I know you don't want to go down that rabbit hole, but I
thought I’d better say something to that point.
We're just trying to make this as clean and nice a development as we can, for a
price. The more things we add in there, the more we have to raise the price. The
price of the homes is still in the mid, well, depending on what you…I always said
it was going to be mid $250,000. It was never lower, it was never that. So right
now, we're at $260, $270 for all our models, which still, to me, is mid two
hundreds, was which I said. That's not in stone, honestly, but I don't know that
it's going to go up more than that, hopefully, if we can keep costs down. And
that's another reason why you have me here, rather than some, one of the big
guys in town and spending all this money, because then, I just have to tack it on
to the price of the house. It’s as simple as that.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Chuck. Erik, were there other comments you wanted to make, or
should we turn it back to Nick for other questions that he might have?
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
No, I don't think I have anything else to add.
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updating the plan, the existing plans to go ahead and complete the widening of
the road. Then the County has some issues that they have to deal with moving
forward, but I don't think we need to go down that rabbit hole right now. I’ll
leave that alone.
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Member Maier speaks:
Yeah. I mean, I’m just trying to get my arms around this Development
Agreement, which was originally signed in 2010. And it specifically required the
land owner to do specific things. For instance, no TDRs were required for this
particular project, if the owner built the road, the road from Muller Parkway,
from 395 to the roundabout, from the roundabout to the Virginia Canal, and
Pinenut Road. So, one question is, did the owner build the road? Did the owner
build the road in lieu of TDRs?
Tom Dallaire, Community Development Director, speaks:
The owner did build the road. The road is in. It’s installed. It was built by Butch
Peri.
Member Maier speaks:
It was built by Butch Peri. And when was that completed?
Mr. Dallaire speaks:
I don't recall. 2000…
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
12.
Mr. Dallaire speaks:
Yeah, go for it Erik.
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
2012.
Mr. Dallaire speaks:
2012.
Member Maier speaks:
Okay. So, he did fulfill that part of the Development Agreement?
Mr. Dallaire speaks:
And he's on the hook for the other two lanes.
Member Maier speaks:
What was that, Tom?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. Nick, go ahead. And I apologize, I didn't mean to cut you off before. I think
this is just a tricky issue with what's the Town's jurisdiction, what the Planning
Commission jurisdiction is, and what the Board of County Commissioners
meeting, but I apologize. I didn't mean to cut you off.
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Mr. Dallaire speaks:
He's still on the hook, as the property owner, he's still on the hook for the other
two lanes.
Member Maier speaks:
Okay. But he seemed to, in his presentation to the Town of Gardnerville, he
seemed to say that he wasn't signing up to that.

Mr. Nilssen speaks:
Commissioner Maier, that, I think is the confusion. Chuck said he wasn't going
to build it because he is saying that Butch Peri, the property owner, is going to
build it. So, when he came in and said I’m not doing it, it wasn't that it was not
going to get done, it’s that he personally wasn't going to do it. Butch was going to
do it.
Member Maier speaks:
Okay.
Chairman Walder speaks:
And the other point I would make, Nick, is I think Sam Booth really clarified it
when you look on packet page 105, the conditions that the Engineering
Department has conditioned this project, B.1.i, and it starts with in accordance
with Section 4.9 of the Development Agreement between Douglas County and
Peri Enterprises, LLC, recorded a Document Number 0779958. Then it goes on
to the next page and I’m not going to read the whole paragraph, but that is
everything that is required as a condition that we will be agreeing to with the
Special Use Permit. So, I think that Tom has attested to what's been done, and I
think we're on the right track on that. But, go ahead with other questions that
you might have and then we'll move to other Members.
Member Maier speaks:
Yeah, I’m concerned about taxes and Land Use taxes. I’ve heard the developer
say that they talked to somebody in the Assessor's Office. Is there any kind of
financial analysis that we've seen that says what taxes are going to be assessed
on this particular property versus another type of development that might
happen under MFR?
Chairman Walder speaks:
I’m not sure who you are directing that to.

March 9, 2021
Packet Pg. 32

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Mar 9, 2021 1:00 PM (Approval of Minutes)

Mr. Dallaire speaks:
Hathoot isn't a property owner. It's a different individual.
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Member Maier speaks:
I’d like to direct that to Chuck, because he said that he's talked to somebody in
the Assessor's Office.

Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Sure. Because of the 99-year land lease, we, Stoneridge Villas, owns all the land.
So, Stoneridge Villas pays the property taxes on the land, the homeowner pays
the property taxes on the improvements. If you've ever looked at your tax bill,
that's broken out that way on improvements and land. That's all it is, we're
paying one part, the homeowner is paying the other part.
Member Maier speaks:
So, they're paying the part on the home itself?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Improvements. Correct.
Member Maier speaks:
And are you going to carry the financing for homeowners on these homes?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
We are not. We have VA and FHA financing, just like you were buying a condo or
any other house. That's why we went through the pains to do this like it's done,
with a 99-year lease, with converting them over to real property, so that we could
get our homebuyers the better financing, as I said earlier, as opposed to normal
manufactured, which is six to 12 percent and we're only at three and a quarter,
three and a half.
Member Maier speaks:
Okay. The other concern that I had with this particular property, is the fact that
you are stating that this is a 55 year and up community. Which means that the
Fire Department and the ambulances are going to be coming into this property
for health reasons more often than another type of property or residential
neighborhood. The other thing that I noted in the property is that it's up to the
property to police on-street parking. So, with these narrow streets that you've
got, if you don't do the job of policing on-street parking, there is a very real
possibility that emergency vehicles are not going to be able to navigate those
narrow streets. So, has this plan been submitted to the East Fork Fire District,
which will have to respond to any emergency in this development?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Well, there's the letter from the Assessor's Office within the packet. But Chuck,
would you like to go ahead and take a stab at that?
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Member Maier speaks:
Has East Fork reviewed this plan?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
They have. And we have a Will-Serve letter from them as well.
Member Maier speaks:
Which is not in the packet.
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
Well, that was all part of the overlay and all the other zoning and everything else,
I believe.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Nick, if I can point you to packet page 117, Item G, I think that might answer
your question. Do you want to ask other questions now Nick? Or should we
come back to you and we’ll…
Member Maier speaks:
No. You can come back to me if I have any more. Thank you, Kirk.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you. Sam Booth, did you have something you wanted to interject?
Mr. Booth speaks:
Yeah. Just very quickly, Mr. Chairman, I just want to follow up beyond what
Chuck has said about self-policing parking in the streets, which I’m sure he
would do, this is a private development, and these will be private streets, so they
won't be maintained by the Town of Gardnerville or the County. But, because
that's a requirement of the development that there's no on-street parking, if
there are issues with on-street parking in the future, someone can report that to
Code Enforcement. The Fire Department could even report that, and then it
would be a Code Enforcement complaint, and Community Development would
handle it from there. So, there is enforcement ability from the County to ensure
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Mr. Hathoot speaks:
It absolutely has. If you look on the site plan, you'll see that there's no dead
ends, which was one of the criteria for fires. So, we had to redraft it to make that
accommodable. And, as far as the parking on the street, we have rules and
regulations. We don't have CC&Rs, but we do have rules and regulations, and
that is one thing that we will be a stickler on. And you have to think too, that
because we have a two-car garage, we have a 20-foot step back off of the street,
you could park four cars on your own lot. Plus we have, per code, more guest
parking than is required. But yes, we will definitely be policing the parking on
the street, and we will do our very best to make sure that that's not an issue.
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that there's no on-street parking there. And then I would also just reiterate that,
yes, East Fork Fire has been involved in the process and reviewing the plan
since, as Chuck said, several years ago, as this project has progressed, but also
through the pre-application and project meetings that we hold, and they’re
aware of it, and I know that they've been involved with the design as Chuck has
said.

Member Oland speaks:
Back on the subject of the 55 plus, what is the need for 55 plus homes here? I
think we’ve already got enough of those as is. And the people moving into these
are only going to vacate more expensive homes. So, are we really even providing
anything that's affordable or are we just making more retired homes for
Californians? I was excited to hear that we had these coming in, but I did not
remember the 55 plus part. And now it's kind of, I don't know, maybe MFR
might be better, because people might actually be able to live in these things,
other than retired Californians that come here. I just worry that $250 will be
$300 by the time they get here. Maybe there's a crash and it’s cheaper, but $600
land leases are still included in the qualifications of the FHA, it doesn't make
things, really, much more affordable. It doesn't make the loan more affordable,
because you also have a land lease and if you fail on your land lease, you lose
your property too. So, I don't know, I’m kind of mixed on this, but if you can
explain, maybe the thought process behind going 55 plus. I don't know if it's
maybe something from the past, maybe Sam Taylor, Sam Booth, somebody can
fill me in there, and maybe we can move from there.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryan. Chuck or Sam Booth, either of you want to make some
comments on Bryan’s point?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
I think I can. We did a sample scenario of somebody buying a $400,000 house,
even with the land lease fee, we were saving them $630 a month. Now, that was
two plus years ago. If you look at the market now, you're hard pressed to buy
anything for $400,000 from what my research has shown. Moving forward, as far
as the 55 plus, that was done primarily to appease the County and that's kind of
what they were looking for when I went to get zoning moving forward, and to
push this project through, which was fine with us. And as far as the MFR thing,
Commissioner Oland, you had mentioned in our Manufactured Housing Overlay
meeting that having that many apartments was not an option, and that was one
of your primary reasons for approving Stoneridge. Back to your earlier point, if
you look at the price point in Gardnerville now, we are going to be able to save
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Sam. Other Members of the Planning Commission with questions for
staff or the applicant? Bryan.
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Member Oland speaks:
Well so, what I’m hearing is that 55 was discussed, but I don't know that it's set
in stone. I mean, if people can qualify, why restrict it to the 55 plus community?
I don't think we need more of those. What we need is workers for the county. We
need workers for places like myself, and Mr. Clutts. I think we need people that
are of age and people that can move into this and putting that qualification on
this is something that, I mean, out of the whole application, this time, it’s sitting
not so well with me. I do believe my comments regarding the MFR are accurate,
though, we have seen more MFR projects lately that aren't the 16 per acre. We've
seen some that are anywhere from five to seven per acre. So, I think the threat
that we're going to have whatever number of homes, I think we can all just throw
that out the window, because no one really here is building 16 per acre anymore.
I think we need to be considerable of the people we need in the County, and 55
plus, I don't know that we need more. So, if we're building more homes and more
people will come here, I just don't think we need to restrict it to people that's
already here. So, that'd be my final comment.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryan. Lucille, did you have your hand up and want to make a
comment?
Ms. Rao speaks:
Yeah, just a couple comments. Chuck, I believe when we were discussing this,
you said a portion of it is 55 and over, that it is open to younger residents. And
just to your point, Bryan, just so you know, we do get a lot of inquiries, people
are looking for a 55 and over community because they do not want to deal with a
community that has children and a lot of noise. They are looking for a retirement
community within where they live. I’m just throwing that out there, just so, I
mean, we answer all kinds of questions, as you know, and that has come up.
People are always looking for something specifically for their age range, retired.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Lucille. Other Members of the Planning Commission that have
questions for staff? I just had one or two things I could toss out, but Bryce, yeah,
go ahead Bryce, your turn.
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people money. I have over 100 people that have signed up on the website. I have
done minimal marketing and my best resource has been the Sierra Scoop, which
is local, as you know. So, what I’m getting is primarily locals that are either
downsizing or need a place to live and what have you. Moving forward to your
point, I don't see the Californians running us over, but the people that have
signed up on our website on our future buyers’ program, they're going to get first
shot at these things.
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Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just would like Mr. Hathoot to respond to Ms. Rao.
Is that accurate; is it entirely 55 or older? I’m just looking for clarification.

Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you. In my world it would probably be the opposite, I’d probably be the
one getting kicked out.
Laughter was heard.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryce. Anything else that you wanted to ask?
Member Clutts speaks:
I just want to comment, just coming back to the issue at hand, and the Special
Use Permit on a project that already has the zoning, the overlays. I guess what
I’m looking for is anything that would prohibit us in our ability to approve this
Special Use Permit, other than just not liking it. And I’ve made this comment
many times on the record, my job as a Planning Commissioner is to look at the
facts and identify is the zoning there, has it been through the proper approvals
and it's not my job to sit here today and discuss whether I agree with the
Development Agreement, whether I agree with the zoning at that time. Those
horses have left the barn. So, today, I have to look at, do the findings support a
Special Use Permit, and that's how I’ll be voting.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryce. Mark, Maureen, Kristi, any questions or comments that you
wanted to make at this point? Mark.
Member Neddinriep speaks:
I’ll just echo what Bryce said. We are, most of this stuff has already been
decided. All we're looking at is a Special Use Permit right now, and so I don't
have any other questions.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Mark. Sam Booth, go ahead.
Mr. Booth speaks:
Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To Bryce’s point, I think it's great to bring the
conversation back to the Special Use Permit. We've been focusing on some of the
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Mr. Hathoot speaks:
The rules with 55 and older are 20 percent have to be any age. Now that means
any age living within the home with the 55 and older resident. So, if you're 55,
the wife is 45, we're not kicking the wife out. She can live there.

aspects and the details of Chuck's design, and how it's going to be implemented,
and I think that's good conversation, but this is a Special Use Permit within
Multi-Family Residential Zoning. So, when we look at Title 20, the Development
Code, and Lucille had a good portion of this in her Staff Report, it's the
manufactured home park aspect that requires a Special Use Permit. And when
you look at the Allowed Use Table for Multi-Family Residential, a single-family
dwelling is permitted by right in Multi-Family, actually. So, if Chuck was just
proposing to build a single-family home, he could come in and just pull a
building permit and do that. No public hearing required. A multi-family dwelling,
an apartment building, I think kind of like, as Chuck said, requires a staff level
Design Review, again, there's not a public hearing, but staff is reviewing the
standards of the code to ensure that he is complying with the standards that we
have.
Where the Special Use Permit comes in, is for the definition of a manufactured
home park, and the conditions to be able to have a manufactured home park,
there’s several, and first is that you have to have Multi-Family Residential
Zoning. Second, is that you have to have a Manufactured Home Overlay Zoning
District, which has some standards within it for the design and the layout of the
site. Mr. Hathoot did have or did receive approval for the Manufactured Home
Overlay, and the final step that code lays out, is that you also have to receive
approval of a Special Use Permit. So, what I’m saying there, I suppose, is that,
what I think the conversation around the Special Use Permit should focus on is,
is this appropriate within this Zoning District in this site specifically to have
manufactured homes and within a setting that is going to be labeled a
manufactured home park. I think one thing to discuss is that the design,
construction, and even the look and feel of these homes, manufactured homes,
has changed greatly and drastically over time. Now, you can order a
manufactured home in different modules, you can get two story manufactured
homes, and these aren't quite the single-wide, more of a mobile home look from
the 80s or early 90s or prior to that. Chuck has shown some designs of the
homes and those type of things, but these, the other thing I’d like to clarify,
these will be set on a permanent foundation on the property. There were some
questions about the taxes, and you saw in your packet, there's a letter from the
County Assessor, Trent Tholen, that he is saying these are set on a permanent
foundation on the property. The individual property or improvement owner will
pay the tax on those improvements and Mr. Hathoot would pay the tax on the
land.
When we look at the findings in the packet, I think some of the notable findings
that might speak to the appropriateness of manufactured homes and
manufactured home park, there's a finding about the site design, does it
minimize adverse effects and visual impacts and noise on adjacent properties,
that the Special Use Permit will not be detrimental to the public health, safety
and convenience and welfare, or have any material damage to adjacent
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Lucille showed you the design of the site and some of the landscaping features in
there. Primarily, most of the open space that Mr. Hathoot’s designed on the site
is at the southern end, facing Muller Parkway, more of the outward facing area
of the development. So, it will be buffered by a bit of open space that’s required
by codes, some walking trails that he has in there, I believe he is going to have
an iron gate fence around the entire site, and that's required by code to have it
fenced and landscaped around that fence as well to buffer some of the impacts of
noise and light and those types of things as well. So, if you have any questions
about the design, I’d be happy to answer those. I’m sure Lucille could answer as
well, but I just want to focus you guys on the discussion, I think here is about is
a manufactured home park an acceptable use of the property, which has already
been zoned Multi-Family and has a Multi-Family Housing Overlay.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Sam, for that explanation. Other Members of the
Planning Commission that have questions of the applicant or staff? Kristi,
Maureen, anything else from anybody? Maureen.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Oh. Thank you. Are we going to hear from the public on this?
Chairman Walder speaks:
Yes, after we finish with all the questions from the Planning Commission, we’ll
go to the Public Comment and then we'll bring it back for a motion and a
discussion.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I’ll wait then.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, I have one quick question, Lucille or Coleen; I know we did public noticing
on this, and I believe on packet page 112 has the noticing radius. So, we do send
out mailers and of course, there's the public signage. Did we receive any Public
Comments, other than the one that was in the packet, either for or against this
item?
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properties? Of course, our typical findings of adequate public facilities being
provided, and staff and the Staff Report does say that we believe there are
adequate public facilities. One of those go along with the discussion previously,
that the developers, the landowner at least, but the developer as being a
successor to the Development Agreement, is required to construct an additional
two lanes of Muller Parkway. So, four lanes of Muller Parkway adjacent to the
site, I think we believe is more than adequate to handle the additional capacity
of the number of units here.
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Ms. Rao speaks:
No, no other Public Comment. I did not receive, which I was surprised, any
phone calls or emails. Anything that we received, Coleen has already put up for
you to review. It's on the web, or it was in your packet, which there wasn't any in
the original packet.

Ms. Rao speaks:
No.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. Thank you. Nick, we’ll go back to you then, if you have other questions or
comments.
Member Maier speaks:
I have just one other question. In reading the Development Agreement, it had a
ten-year term, which means that it expired on February 11th, 2020. So, this is
probably for Sam Taylor, are we going to find ourselves in a situation where, if
this is approved, that the owner can say the Development Agreement has now
expired, and they are under no obligation to do improvements on Muller Lane?
Mr. Taylor speaks:
No. It actually hasn't expired. Unfortunately, the County got sued under this
particular Development Agreement and it got extended out as part of the
settlement agreement.
Member Maier speaks:
To when?
Mr. Taylor speaks:
2034.
Member Maier speaks:
2034. And they were sued by the owner of the property?
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yes, at the time. I think that's correct; right Sam?
Mr. Booth speaks:
I think, maybe you're thinking of the Virginia Ranch Development Agreement.
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Oh, yeah. Okay, I’m sorry.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. So, no real response from public notice on this?

Mr. Booth speaks:
I would say, there is a first amendment to this Development Agreement. I didn't
include that in the packet. It didn't speak to the improvements required on
Muller Parkway for this portion of the property, but I think in the DA’s review we
said that the requirements for Muller Parkway are still effective. Additionally, the
County Commissioners reviewed this Development Agreement and the
amendments to the Development Agreement on December 5th, 2019. I gave a
presentation to them about the Development Agreement, along with a few others,
and at that time they voted to agree that it was in good standing and to move on
for another two-years of the agreement. So that would be reviewed again by the
Commissioners December of this year.
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Sorry about that, by the way.
Member Maier speaks:
So, is there a formal document that says that this Development Agreement was
extended beyond the termination date of February 11th, 2020?
Mr. Booth speaks:
Let me see if I can find that for you, Member Maier. I’ll look right now.
Chairman Walder speaks:
As I recall, Sam Booth, when the Board of County Commissioners reviews those
Development Agreements, they agree either by ordinance or resolution, and help
me out Sam Taylor if I’m not getting the formalities right, to extend said
Development Agreements. So, I’m not sure, Sam, whether you'll find an
ordinance or a resolution. But I don't think anything's lapsed. I didn't see
anywhere, Nick, I may have missed it, where it says there's a ten-year term on
the Development Agreement. My understanding is they go a little longer, but I
could be wrong on that. Sam Taylor, did you want to address one of these
points?
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yeah. One of the points that you brought up about what the Board does in their
annual review, at the annual review, or during a bi-annual review, if they
determine that the developer is not keeping up with their end of the bargain, the
Board would then have to take action to seek to cancel the agreement, and have
to provide certain notice, I think it's 30 or 60 days’ notice to the developer. There
will be a public hearing on it, and the developer would have an opportunity to
cure. With respect to this particular agreement, I’d have to go back and look, but
I am, during my review, I’m pretty sure that I did make a determination that this
agreement is still valid. And sorry about confusing this with Virginia Ranch, but,
I’ll read that to Nick, if you'd like, but I’m very positive that it’s still valid.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Excuse me, Nick, if I read that whole thing, it says the termination of this
agreement should be ten years from the effective date of approval or until all
formal obligations have been satisfied, whichever is later. So, I don't think all
formal obligations have been satisfied, so I think it continues in perpetuity
until…
Member Maier speaks:
I don't think that's a correct reading.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Well, I’m not a lawyer, but I’ll defer to Sam Taylor.
Member Maier speaks:
Yeah. The formal obligations had to do with building Muller Parkway…
Mr. Dallaire was heard speaking in the background.
Member Maier speaks:
…which are completed.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Sam Taylor, all formal obligations have been satisfied. I haven't read every word
of that, but I don't believe all formal obligations would have been satisfied. We've
got 4.9, there's a lot of other items in there, I don't know. Sam Booth or Tom
Dallaire, can you correct me if I’m wrong? Have all formal obligations been
satisfied?
Mr. Dallaire speaks:
They have not. We still have two more lanes to build from Pinenut, the
roundabout at Pinenut Road, to the Virginia Ranch canal.
Mr. Booth speaks:
And additionally, Mr. Chairman, there was an amendment. A first amendment to
the Development Agreement approved in 2012, and that amendment was about
a center median curb break on Pinenut Road, or excuse me, on Muller Parkway,
basically, south of the roundabout to 395. And, at the time, I believe Mr. Peri
had requested a break in the median there in order to allow traffic to turn into
his property that was yet undeveloped, and the conditions of that first
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Member Maier speaks:
Okay, well on packet page 137, Item 10, it very clearly states that the term of the
agreement is ten years from the effective date of approval. And it also states that
the term may be extended by written agreement of the party. So, I’m just asking,
is there a written agreement for the extension of this?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Sam. Thank you, Tom. Nick, anything else that you
wanted to raise or follow up on?
Member Maier speaks:
No. I think I’m good.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. I’ll go back to other Members of the Planning Commission for second
questions or comments. If not, Coleen we can have Jim Slade, I believe, wanted
to comment and we can have any other phoned-in comments at this point and
then we’ll come back to the Planning Commission for a motion, and
deliberations, and action. Do you have any phoned in comments Coleen, or do
you want to let Jim Slade go first?
PUBLIC COMMENT
Colene Zepeda, Development Coordinator, speaks:
I’m going to let Jim Slade go first. I have one phone call, but she’s mentioned it's
for Closing Comment, so I would like to let Jim go first.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, Jim, go ahead.
Jim Slade speaks:
This project has already acquired some of the approvals needed to go forward,
but it still must meet all of the required findings for Special Use Permit. I don't
believe that it does. Finding A of the proposed use at the specified location is
consistent with the policies in the Master Plan. Staff, as usual, has cherry picked
one goal and three policies with which it might be argued that it agrees, but it's
hard to say that it will retain the beauty, natural setting, resources and the rural
agricultural character of the county stated in Land Use Goal 1. It does fail to
meet the state of purpose of Land Use in Douglas County in general, which is,
“Strongly tied to the desire to preserve agriculture and open spaces. Many
residents support the idea that the County shall remain rural.” Policy L-14,
when planning for growth in this community, Douglas County should give first
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amendment say once his property, now, this would be on the east side of Muller
along 395 that’s zoned Commercial, once that property develops, and traffic
conditions require it, that center median will have to be rebuilt in order to only
allow right-turn in and right-turn out turning movements. And the report that
we presented, or that was approved by the Commissioners in 2012 or ’20, excuse
me, ’19, says that the timeline to reconstruct that center median remains at year
2030. So, it would also be triggered, obviously, if he develops the property before
then, but if he doesn't, that agreement is still in place through 2030.

priority to development within the communities infill. This is sprawl, not infill.
The Town's Plan for Prosperity states that no development outside the Town
boundaries will be approved until 85 percent build out, which has not been
reached. Ag Goal 2, protect and expand open space and natural areas, while
allowing development that enhances agricultural uses. This is no such thing. A3,
developments will be designed to minimize the amount of newly created,
impervious surfaces. Open spaces and landscaped areas should be encouraged.
A9, protect farmland, prime farmland by discouraging development patterns that
harm this important resource. Obviously, this does just the opposite. Growth
Management Goal 2, direct development to areas where a sense of community is
enhanced. This sprawl does no such thing. Policy G2, designate areas for
distinct urban and rural communities. This would put urban density in what is
currently a rural area. G3, limited extension of urban levels of public services to
rural areas. G6, new Receiving Areas will be prohibited outside of Urban Service
Areas. Expanding urban services to accommodate new development is
completely opposite the desire of that policy. Finding B, the proposed use is
compatible with and preserves the character and integrity of adjacent
development in neighborhoods. The subject parcels boundaries and surrounding
properties are zoned by percentage; 11 percent Public Facilities, 18 percent
General Commercial, and 71 percent A-19. So, no, it does not preserve the
character of the area, it changes it completely. Findings C and D, regarding the
projects impact on traffic, both in its neighborhood and surroundings streets,
this dense project will negatively affect the nearby Muller roundabout as the socalled bypass, and approved developments are completed, as well as the
intersections at the lights on 395 at Muller and Grant, and the traffic on 395
through the towns. Regardless of other prior approvals, this request must meet
every one of the required findings for a SUP. Since it doesn't, you must deny it.
Thank you.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Jim. Anything else, Coleen, that we might have gotten? We’ll save
the one who asked their comments for Closing Public Comment to Closing Public
Comment.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
We do not have any other calls right now.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. If something would come in, we can make a pause maybe in the future
deliberations, but, I think we've well noticed that we did want to offer Public
Comment at the individual item. So, I’m sure people have had an opportunity.
We’ll bring it back to Members of the Planning Commission now. If you have
other questions or comments that you'd like to make, we can do that, and then
at the appropriate time, we’ll go to a motion and discussion on the motion.
Maureen, I saw your hand up.
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Mr. Booth speaks:
Yes. Maureen, So, the process for the annexation is that Mr. Hathoot has to
apply to the Town of Gardnerville for that, and I think he said he's on their
agenda for the April Town of Gardnerville meeting. If approved by the
Gardnerville Town Board, I believe, that they'll form a resolution of approval of
that annexation. They’ll pass that then on to Community Development, and then
Community Development staff will draft an ordinance working with the DA’s
Office, and that goes on to the Board of County Commissioners. So, the
annexation just goes from the Town to the Commissioners; it doesn't come to the
Planning Commission.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Okay. Thank you.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Maureen. Other questions or comments from Members of the
Planning Commission?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I have a comment, but I’ll wait.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. I’d be happy…Sam Taylor?
Mr. Taylor speaks:
Yeah, I just wanted to clarify one thing relative to the period agreement and the
termination, quite frankly, it doesn't really have that much effect on whether or
not a Special Use Permit should be approved. The only application that the
Development Agreement has, is whether or not you need to build two additional
lanes, plus a sidewalk, curb and gutter adjacent to its development. And, Mr.
Peri, who is subject to the Development Agreement, and the obligation to
construct these facilities, has admitted and acknowledged that the Development
Agreement is still in effect. So, I wanted to put that on the record, and make it
very clear that he understands that he has an obligation to complete those
improvements prior to a Certificate of Occupancy issuing for Mr. Hathoot’s
development. So, the person who is burdened by it, has acknowledged they have
the burden.
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Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Yes. Question, which I don't know if it's Sam Taylor or Tom or Sam Booth, with
regards to the annexation process, that would go from the Town of Gardnerville
to the Planning Commission, or the Town of Gardnerville to the Board of
Commissioners?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Sam Taylor. Bryce, did I see your hand go up or?

Mr. Booth speaks:
Yes. It's our intention that that would include the Town of Gardnerville’s
conditions. Lucille, do you know if we specifically have a condition speaking to
the Town of Gardnerville? I know one thing, Bryce, the Town's approval
happened after we had submitted the Staff Report, and so we uploaded it as
supplemental, but Lucille, I think, is Bryce’s comment correct there? Maybe we
need to add a condition.
Ms. Rao speaks:
No. It's in there…
Chairman Walder speaks:
B2.
Ms. Rao speaks:
Thank you. I was just, someone beat me to it.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Packet page 106, Planning Division Conditions, B2.
Ms. Rao speaks:
Yeah so, all the conditions are part of the approval process, yes. So essentially,
that would be included as your approval for the Special Use Permit. And there's
the motion, if you want me to keep it up.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Other questions or comments by Members of the Planning Commission? I did
have a couple of points that I wanted to make based on the things that I’ve
heard. One thing I do think is important, as Sam Booth pointed out, and was
made in Public Comment, that we refer to the findings for the Special Use
Permit. And I would point out, on condition or Finding A; the proposed use at
the specified location is consistent with the policies embodied in the adopted
Master Plan and the general purpose and intent of the applicable district
regulations. When people sometimes read Land Use Goal 1, they only read half
of Land Use Goal 1; I have repeatedly said Land Use Goal 1 is to retain the
beauty, the natural setting, resources, and the rural agricultural character of the
county, while providing opportunities for managed growth and development. So,
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Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chair. Just a quick question for Sam Booth; the current motion
that's in our packet, does that motion include the conditions placed by the Town
of Gardnerville, or would those have to be added to the motion?
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I also want to point out, and I think this has been confused in some of the
conversations, that this project was included in the 2018 Minden-Gardnerville
Plan for Prosperity. And I think, correct me if I’m wrong, Erik, it's been approved
twice by the Town of Gardnerville, and most recently the vote earlier this month
was 5-0. And I also think, Sam Booth, you made a very good point on the
conditions of approval and they start on page 105; I counted them up, and I
don't know if I miss-counted or so, but I think there's 43 conditions of approval.
So, I think staff has done a very good job in going through this project and
making sure it's a good project, making sure it does comply with all of the
requirements for a Special Use Permit. Again, the density is a lot less than it
could have been. It could have been 464 units, so I do think it will fit in with the
surrounding area. The fact that Barton has a property that borders this is a big
plus, because if this is going to be a 55 and over community, they'll have direct
access to the Barton facilities. I guess that's going to be a campus that they're
going to have nearby, so I think the location is a good location. So, I think lots of
people have brought up a lot of good points and we've had a good discussion,
and I’d be happy to entertain other comments or questions at this point. Or if
people are prepared to go to a motion, the recommended motion Lucille has on
the screen, and it is also on packet page 95 of the Planning Commission packet.
So, Erik, did you have a question or a comment on anything at this point?
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
Yeah. Just one point of clarification. Lucille, can you go back in your
presentation to the slide that has the excerpt from the Town of Gardnerville Plan
for Prosperity?
Ms. Rao speaks:
Sure.
Mr. Nilssen speaks:
So, if I may, the Future Urban Reserve Area is shown in the light peach. This
parcel is not within the Future Urban Reserve Area, this parcel is within the
Urban Service boundary. So, the Plan for Prosperity does say that Urban Reserve
Area should only be built once 85 percent of the area in blue is developed. But
this, the Community Area Boundary, this parcel is within the Community Area
Boundary, not within the Future Urban Reserve Area. So that area is reserved
for future development, this is reserved for present development.
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I think it's clear that this would be allowed under Finding A. I want to also point
out that Lucille did a good job in putting in, on packet page 99, the history of
this project. I think only Bryan and Mark and I were present for some of the
history, but it's gone back as far as January of 2010 when the Development
Agreement was approved unanimously by the Board of County Commissioners.
And then the Planning Commission and the Board approved both a Master Plan
Amendment and the Zoning Map Amendment in 2019.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Erik. That's a very good point. Anybody else on the Planning
Commission would like to comment at this point? Or if we're prepared, we can go
to a motion and then have discussion on the motion.

Mr. Nilssen speaks:
Correct. The Plan for Prosperity specifically identifies the Future Urban Reserve
to be used once 85 percent of the Community Area Boundary is developed. So,
this parcel is part of the 85 percent to be developed, not part of the area to be
developed after the 85 percent is developed. So, the blue line around everything
is the Community Area Boundary, which this parcel is in. To the right and to the
north of that, there is some Future Urban Reserve to be developed after 85
percent of the Community Area Boundary is developed.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Erik. Did you have anything else, Nick, that you wanted to follow up
on?
Member Maier speaks:
No, I don't.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. Thank you. Other Members of the Planning Commission have questions or
comments or are prepared for a motion? Maureen.
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I could have sworn that with HUD, in order to get a qualification, a nomination
for senior housing, it would be 80 percent over 55 and 20 percent under 55. I did
not see anything that it's making accommodations for younger spouses or
younger people living in the home. I thought that it was 20 percent that could be
owned by others that didn't have a 55 plus member in the household. Am I way
off on that, Sam Booth?
Mr. Booth speaks:
Honestly, Maureen, I’m not familiar with the 55 and older requirements through
HUD. I think I had heard Chuck mention that 80 percent and then 20 percent
could be without, not being 55 and older, just my experience. And some of those
things would be that, yes, 20 percent of the owners, if someone under 55 came
in there, I think 20 percent, let's say, the homes or units in there, could be
under 55. And I would ask Chuck if that's correct.
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Member Maier speaks:
Just a point of clarification for Erik. Erik, are you saying that this property is not
within the 85 percent infill requirement?
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Mr. Hathoot speaks:
I had a meeting with the Nevada Manufactured Housing Division and that's what
they said. But then I’ve had conflicting information, quite honestly, somebody
else said that's 20 percent living in the home, so we have to get a clarification on
that as well, one way or another. I’m not prepared to say definitively which way
that goes. All I can say is that under 55 is allowed for sure, but it’s whether they
can buy their own homes or not.
Background noise was heard from Ms. Zepeda.
Chairman Walder speaks:
But that just affects the financing, not affects the project itself, right?
Mr. Hathoot speaks:
No. It doesn't have any effect on the...all it affects is our, yeah, you're correct.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. Maureen, other questions or comments that you wanted to jump in with?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Yes, getting the clarification on the 80/20 is important to me. It's putting a totlot in there if we're not going to allow people that are under 55 to own a unit
here, it's for grandkids only. It just seems a little odd to me. And then another
comment, and it doesn't have to be responded to at all, is it's been emphasized
by the applicant, that this is not an affordable project; but steps have been taken
to ensure VA/FHA financing with the 99-year lease program, to make sure that
the project stays at a lower cost and more affordable. So, it seems a little bit of a
conflict to me in that. And I do want to thank our other Planning Commissioners
for their excellent comments. I take Bryan’s comments to heart with regards to
what kind of housing we need and also Bryce’s that I can't put on my
policymaker hat, I have to go by what the restrictions are for the Planning
Commission, which is a Special Use Permit. Thank you.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Maureen. Anybody else in the Planning Commission? Kristi, go
ahead.
Member Kandel speaks:
I just looked up on the HUD website and it says at least 80 percent of the units
must have at least one occupant who is 55 years of age or older. So that would
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Chuck, can you comment on Maureen’s question about the 80/20 and that's
just a HUD rule? That's nothing that is applicable to the County.
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be your answer, I believe. So, they would allow the others, but at least 80
percent have to have one occupant at 55.

Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
We're all thinking.
Chairman Walder speaks:
This has been a very thoughtful discussion. I agree with you Maureen, everybody
has made very good points. I would just, to remind people, that you can make a
motion for, you can make a motion against. We need to have an affirmative
action on this. I hope people recognize that there's going to be differences of
opinions. There's going to be viewpoints that are on all parts of the equation, so I
wouldn't hesitate to jump right in there and recognize that we don't all vote on
the prevailing side, either way. Bryce, go ahead.
Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. After hearing Public Comment and after listening to
some clarifications by staff and the Town of Gardnerville, I’d like to make a
motion to recommend approval of DP 20-0320 a Special Use Permit for Chuck
Hathoot, representative for Stoneridge Communities, LLC, owner James J. Butch
Peri, based on the Staff Report, required findings, presentation and Public
Comment.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you for the motion, Bryce. Is there second of the motion?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
I’ll second.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen seconds the motion to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit.
Is their discussion? Again, I would remind Members of the Planning Commission
bylaws, and I’ll read this, I know I’ve read this before and I hate to be repetitious,
but this is under Section 6.3; discussion, closure and question, after a motion
has been seconded, any Member may discuss or comment on the subject, or the
motion. The Chair will recognize Members of the Planning Commission desiring
to speak, beginning with the motion’s maker, and will protect each speaker from
disturbance or interference. And then, this is the key point that we've been
asked to do, repeatedly, individual Members are encouraged to discuss their
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Kristi. I appreciate that explanation and your ability to
get that quickly. Other people on the Planning Commission want to discuss this,
or we can make the motion, and then we can have discussion on the motion?
Would someone care to jump forward and make a motion?
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Member Clutts speaks:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I was clear at the onset of my motion that the
information provided by staff, the information provided in Public Comment, the
clarifications, further clarifications by staff, and clarifications by the Town of
Gardnerville is the basis for my motion for approval.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Bryce. Other people who wish to speak for or against the
motion?
Member Maier speaks:
I have to agree with the community comments that we received, that this project
is sprawl. I mean, the development of this is so far afield from any other
residential development along Muller Parkway or the 395 corridor that I do
believe that we need to focus on infill type projects. Second, I’m not comfortable
with the financial analysis that's been provided in terms of taxes for this
particular project. I’d like to see, I need to see more data from the Assessor in
terms of his analysis versus another best use of MFR for this particular location.
And third, I think this project is too dense. I think the streets are too narrow, I
think for a 55 plus community, you're going to have problems with fire, you're
going to have problems with emergency vehicles. So, I’m not comfortable with
this project.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you very much, Nick. Other Members of the Planning Commission that
wish to speak on the motion? If I could just make a brief comment; I think I do
agree with Bryce. I think it's been laid out very well. I do, really, place a lot of
emphasis on what the Town of Gardnerville has done and said, and it is
following the Plan for Prosperity. Again, when you get to packet page 103, it says
we want to have new types of neighborhoods. I think this is a new type of
neighborhood. I think it also says we want to have a mix of housing types. I
think this provides a mix of housing types that we don't commonly come across.
I think, in response to Nick, if we don't have this type of housing type, we're
likely to get more apartments, more congestion. So, I think this is adequate. You
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views of the evidence and why they are going to vote for or against the motion. If
Findings of Fact are required for approval of an item, Members are encouraged
to individually discuss proposed findings, but at a minimum, discuss those
findings that he/she cannot agree with. When no Member wishes to discuss or
comment further, the Chair will call for a vote on the motion. So, it's appropriate
to make your comments at this point, or as we vote, you can certainly interject
your comments on the individual Findings of Fact. So, is there discussion on
Bryce’s motion, seconded by Maureen? And Bryce, you do have the opportunity
to comment first on your motion, but we don't hold anybody to obligations of
making speeches for or against.

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

Member Oland speaks:
So, I’ll make one final comment; I am an agreement that the Special Use Permit
is really what we're determining here. Manufactured housing of this quality, I
think, is something that we should want here in the county. But I’ll make points
like I did before; 55 and older, do we really need to build more of these? I mean,
we look at assessing the need and those kinds of things, and I know that that's
not what we're talking about here. I’m just trying to put it in the mind of the
people who are builders; is 55 and older what we need to build for, or do we need
to build for other people? As I’ve said in other projects, it's the size of the project
that determines the price. I mean square footage to price is worth more than the
land to the price. So, I’d say projects like these, let's just consider the scale and
maybe make something that is affordable in the future, because I don't think
this is.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Thank you, Bryan. Other Members of the Planning Commission that wish to
speak for or against the motion? Okay, well we've had the motion. We've had
Public Comment, so unless there's anything else, I’ll call the role. This is on
Bryce’s motion. The motion is on the screen to approve the Special Use Permit.
And we'll start with Nick?
Member Maier speaks:
Nay.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Kristi?
Member Kandel speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryce?
Member Clutts speaks:
Aye.
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make a very good point, Nick, about the narrow roads. My only response to that
would be that people are going to have to buy these properties. If they don't like
the narrow roads, then they're not going to buy the properties. It is a private
development, so we don't hold them to the same standards that we would hold a
County road to, or a road that they would be under the jurisdiction of the
County. So that is a response, I think, there. So, I do think this has been
thoroughly reviewed. I do think it meets the findings that we have in the packet,
and I do support Bryce’s motion. Bryan.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Mark?
Member Neddenriep speaks:
Aye.

Member Oland speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Maureen?
Vice Chairwoman Casey speaks:
Aye.
Chairman Walder speaks:
And the Chair votes aye. So, on this there are six votes aye, and one vote nay,
and the motion is agreed to. So that concludes Item 2, which is the last one on
the approved agenda.
MOTION to approve a Special Use Permit for Development Application DP 200320, for Chuck Hathoot, representative for Stoneridge Communities, LLC,
owner James J. Butch Peri, based on the Staff Report, required findings,
presentation and Public Comment; carried.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
NAYS:

APPROVED [6 TO 1]
Bryce Clutts, Member
Maureen Casey, Member
Oland, Walder, Casey, Neddenriep, Clutts, Kandel
Maier

3. For discussion only. A brief presentation by Community Development
staff of the Transfer of Development Rights program in Douglas County.
Staff will provide a historical summary of the use of Transfer of
Development Rights and review the analysis provided in the 2020 Master
Plan. (Requested by Member Maier, presentation by Sam Booth)
Item removed from the agenda.
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Chairman Walder speaks:
Bryan?

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
CLOSING PUBLIC COMMENT

Coleen Zepeda, Development Coordinator, speaks:
Yes, I have one call so far. I’ll play that one and then Jim Slade wanted to
comment.
Ellie Waller speaks:
Closing Public Comment. With Vacation Home Rentals on the radar scope, I’m
requesting that staff have a discussion and propose that Clear Creek Tahoe be
required to disclose to homeowners and buyers that no VHRs are allowed in the
Carson Valley, Vacation Home Rentals. Reason for my comment, March 8th,
2021, Clear Creek Tahoe, a private residential community located on the eastern
slope of the Carson Range, had a record-breaking year of sales in 2020 with 14
new homes and 99 home sites totaling more than 116 million in sales volume
closed or in escrow, according to the company. We continue to see a steady
stream of leads, referrals, and sales with no slow down in site despite the
current state of affairs, said Clear Creek Tahoe Sales Director, Georgia Chase.
Clear Creek Tahoe offers buyers a peaceful respite that the whole family can
enjoy serving as an ideal home base. With work from home allowing for greater
flexibility in where buyers can live full time, we anticipate demand continuing as
blended indoor-outdoor living and access to nature becomes a priority for those
seeking a new home. Clear Creek Tahoe Community’s latest real estate release is
the debut of 33 mountain estate home sites ranging in size from half-acre to twoacre priced between $585,000 and $3,525,000 million, and resulted in the
reservation of 31 lots within a few days. The development continues to invest in
the member offering slated for completion just in time for the fall 2021 season
construction underway on the Clear Creek Clubhouse. The Clear Creek Specific
Plan should be required to be updated to state Vacation Home Rentals are not
approved for the Carson Valley portion of Douglas County, and some sort of
language about potential fines if discovered needs to be added. I did leave a
comment on Item Number 2, as the agenda did not indicate if we could comment
or not. I am participating on another meeting. I want to thank Commissioner
Walder for allowing the public to correct the minutes. Thank you.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
That's the only phone call; so Mr. Slade, if you'd like to go?
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Chairman Walder speaks:
So, we will now move to Closing Public Comment. And at this time, Public
Comment will be taken on those items that are within the jurisdiction and
control of the Planning Commission, or those items where Public Comment has
not already been taken. Coleen, I believe you said you had one recorded call and
then we'll open it up to anybody else who's on the Zoom meeting for Public
Comment.

Jim Slade speaks:
I agree with Chairman Walder’s comments earlier that an abundance of caution
should be used in considering whether or not an Open Meeting Law has ever
been violated. Unfortunately, that's not always been the case. On any OML issue
before the Planning Commission or the Board, I believe that a Deputy DA or the
Board themselves should specify exactly what sections of the OML has been
violated, not just a generic belief that perhaps it was. The OML is clearly spelled
out in NRS Chapter 241, and it needs to be identified exactly what was violated.
Neither Deputy DA Taylor nor Deputy DA Doug Ritchie, who was on today's
meeting, still on today's meeting, did that today. Mr. Ritchie, of course, does the
OML training for the Board, the Planning Commission and other public policy
bodies. So, I was disappointed that that wasn't addressed today, and I would still
hope that it would be at some point. It shouldn't really be that difficult. The
Open Meeting Law tries to be quite clear, although it's always open to
interpretation. So, I’m still hoping for that. I would like to point out that the map
that staff showed on page 101, the same one that Mr. Nilssen referenced a few
minutes ago, is incorrect and it is inconsistent with the maps on page 97. It
shows that the property northwest of the subject parcel in Item Number 2 is
Receiving Area, when it is actually Community Facilities, so that needs to be
corrected. And I feel like I should mention that even though I don’t know
Member Clutts very well, I do know where he lives now and I seriously doubt
that he would ever be looking to move into a manufactured home community;
just my opinion. And when a recommended motion is made and the
recommended approval is based on, among other things Public Comment, it
seems like whenever Public Comment is unanimously opposed to the idea, the
proposal that is being put forward, that that should not be included in the
motion, that approval is based on Public Comment whatsoever. That was the
case today. Public Comment was unanimously against Number 2. Why would
you include that in the motion? That seems, that was contrary to all Public
Comment. And on Land Use Goal 1, that Chairman Walder and I have gone back
and forth on many times, I disagree with his interpretation. I believe that the
intention of that goal in the Land Use Policy is that it satisfied both parts of that
goal.
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Time was up.
Chairman Walder speaks:
Coleen, did we cut Jim off because of his time?
Ms. Zepeda speaks:
Correct.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021

DOUGLAS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING OF MARCH 9, 2021
Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay, I apologize, Jim. You spoke very clearly and deliberately, and I hope if you
had an extra comment or two, you can feel free to include those in the written
public record. We don't really want to be too arbitrary, but Coleen is following
the rules. Other Public Comment, Coleen?

Chairman Walder speaks:
Okay. If there's no other Public Comment, then before we adjourn, I do want to
thank all of the Members of the Planning Commission for their good preparation
for this meeting and their good participation and arguments. I want to thank the
staff; Lucille, Sam Booth, Jeremy, I know you were helping us behind the scenes.
Tom Dallaire, we appreciate all your good work. The Clerk's Office always does
an excellent job with keeping track of what we're doing, so we do appreciate the
good work of the Clerk's Office. And we thank the members of the public who
participated in the meeting today, either on the Zoom call or calling in or
watching on our public channel. So, if there are no other comments from
Members of the Planning Commission, then I thank everybody for the good work.
Erik, I forgot you. Thank you very much for your contributions to this effort. And
we also appreciate the good work of SoSu TV, and the other people behind the
scenes. So, thank you very much.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting
adjourned at 3:12 PM.
Respectfully submitted:

______________________________________
Kirk Walder, Chairman
Douglas County Planning Commission
ATTEST:

_______________________________
Amy Burgans, Clerk-Treasurer
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Ms. Zepeda speaks:
No, I don't have any other Public Comment at this time.

1

Planning Commission
AGENDA ACTION SHEET
Title: For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 21-0044
for a Division of Land into Large Parcels to divide 204.31 acres into 5 parcels
ranging in size from 39.87 acres to 42.22 acres. The subject parcel is located
along East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane in the RA-5 (Rural-Agriculture, 5acre minimum parcel size) zoning district in the East Valley Community Plan.
(APN: 1320-14-002-018) The applicant is Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO, Bently Family,
LTD Partnership (Lucille Rao)
Recommended Motion: Approve Land Division application DP 21-0044 a
request to subdivide a 204.31 acre parcel into five parcels, the smallest being
39.87 acres and the largest 42.22 acres in size for Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO, Bently
Family LTD, Partnership, based on the recommended conditions, conclusions
and findings in the staff report.
Financial Impact: None
Prepared by: Lucille Rao, Assistant Planner
Meeting Date: April 13, 2021
Background Information: The subject site consists of 204.31 acres and is
located along East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane in the East Valley
Community Plan. The applicant proposes to subdivide the parcel into 5 parcels
as follows: Parcel (1) 42.22 acres, Parcel (2) 41.08 acres, Parcel (3) 39.87 acres,
Parcel (4) 40.01 acres, and Parcel (5) 41.12 acres. Property owners within
1,320 feet of the subject parcel have been notified of the request (see
Attachment 2). The applicant has submitted a tentative parcel map for
consideration by the Planning Commission utilizing the provisions of Douglas
County Code Section 20.716, Division of Land into Large Parcels. Per County
Code 20.716.060 the final map process is to be reviewed and approved by the
Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
1594 Esmeralda Avenue, Minden, Nevada 89423

Thomas A. Dallaire, P.E.
Community Development Director

Building Division
Engineering Division
Planning Division
Code Enforcement

775-782-6201
website: www.douglascountynv.gov

MEMORANDUM
Date:

April 13, 2021

To:

Douglas County Planning Commission

From:

Lucille Rao, Assistant Planner

Subject:

Land Division Application DP 21-0044 for property located along East Valley Road and
Dee Jay Lane in the RA-5 (Rural-Agriculture – 5-acre minimum parcel size)
(1320-14-002-018).

I. REQUEST
For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 21-0044 for a Division of Land into
Large Parcels to divide 204.31 acres into 5 parcels ranging in size from 39.87 acres to 42.22 acres. The
subject parcel is located along East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane in the RA-5 (Rural-Agriculture, 5-acre
minimum parcel size) zoning district in the East Valley Community Plan. (APN: 1320-14-002-018) The
applicant is Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO, Bently Family, LTD Partnership.
II.

RECOMMENDATION

To approve of Land Division Application DP 21-0044; a Tentative Parcel Map for a Division of Land into
Large parcels to divide a 204.31 acre parcel into two (5) parcels; the smallest one at 39.87 acres and the
largest 42.22 acres in size based on the ability to make the required findings, presentation, and public
comment, subject to conditions.
III. SUMMARY
Applicant

Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO, Bently Family, LTD Partnership.
1597 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, NV 89423

Owner

Bently Family, LTD Partnership
1597 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, NV 89423
1
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FAX: 775-782-6297

Representative

Location

Dina Schnurbush, R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
1603 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, NV 89423
East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane

Master Plan Designation

Rural Residential

Zoning Designation

RA-5 (Rural Residential 5-acre minimum parcel size)

Surrounding Zoning

North, East, South, and West: RA-5 (Rural Residential 5-acre
minimum parcel size)

Flood Zone

X-Shaded, X-Unshaded, AO

Vicinity Map

Zoning Map

Land Use

IV. BACKGROUND
The subject site consists of 204.31 acres and is located along East Valley Road and Dee Jay Lane in the
East Valley Community Plan. The applicant proposes to subdivide the parcel into 5 parcels as follows:
Parcel (1) 42.22 acres, Parcel (2) 41.08 acres, Parcel (3) 39.87 acres, Parcel (4) 40.01 acres, and Parcel (5)
41.12 acres. Property owners within 1,320 feet of the subject parcel have been notified of the request (see
Attachment 2). The applicant has submitted a tentative parcel map for consideration by the Planning
Commission utilizing the provisions of Douglas County Code Section 20.716, Division of Land into
Large Parcels. Per County Code 20.716.060 the final map process is to be reviewed and approved by the
Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
V. EVALUATION
Consistency with Land Use and Zoning: The subject site is designated as Rural Residential on the
Douglas County Master Plan Land Use Map and is zoned RA-5 (Rural-Agriculture, 5-acre minimum
parcel size). The proposed land division meets the requirements of Title 20.716.020 as each parcel is
1/16th of a section.
Road/Access: The existing parcel has access along East Valley Road, Dee Jay Lane, Deer Trail Road,
Kathleen Way and Townsend Road as shown on the proposed Tentative Parcel Map (see attachment 4).
The widths of the easements/roads are adequate for the purposes of this map. Roadway improvements are
not required for a Division of Land into Large Parcels.
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1.a

1.a

Water Resources: The subject parcel does not have any irrigation ditches or easements for irrigation or
drainage. The map has been conditioned as follows: identify and delineate the blue-line stream; it shall be
identified as a “Restricted Use Area” for development, and a drainage easement extending landward 50
feet from both sides of the high water mark of the “blue-line” drainage course as identified on the USGS
7.5 minute quadrangle map.
Flood Zone: A portion of the subject property lies within Flood Zone AO-1 per community firm panel
32005C0252H, effective date 6/15/2016. The map has been conditioned that all construction and
development within the floodplain shall comply with Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.50, Floodplain
Management.
The 2020 Master Plan establishes goals and policies within the Land Use Element for each community
within the county and states the following:
“The East Valley Community Plan area includes approximately 8,577 acres and is located on the east side
of the Carson Valley, south of the Johnson Lane Community, east of central Agricultural, Minden, and
Gardnerville Communities, and north of Ruhenstroth. The community enjoys views across the Carson
Valley agricultural lands, with open spaces across the scenic vistas of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the
west and Pine Nut Mountain range to the east. This area is primarily comprised of single family estates
and rural residential parcels, public lands, and the employment center of Williams Ridge Technology Park
(at the southwestern border of Pinenut Road). Williams Ridge Industrial Park is envisioned to have
improved access on Pinenut Road as more industry is located there. Grant Drive could be extended to East
Valley Road, where Sawmill could connect to improve industrial access to Highway 395.”
Master Plan Policies:
•

Designate East Valley as a community with rural and potential urban service areas.

•

Plan for a buffer or transition area separating urban land uses from existing rural residential use.

•

Allow the use of individual sewage disposal systems and domestic wells for service in this rural
community, unless water quality studies identify the need for community systems.

•

Coordinate with and strongly encourage the BLM to plan, design, and maintain trails and public
access points to the federal lands within the East Valley Community. Hiking, bicycling, and
equestrian trails should be planned with appropriately designed trailheads.

VI. FINDINGS
Tentative Parcel Map for Division of Land into Large Parcels
The following findings, required by DCC Section 20.716.040 Findings for Tentative Parcel Maps, are
offered for consideration by the Planning Commission.
3
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Utilities: Pursuant to County Code, Chapter 20.220, all utilities serving new structures are required to be
extended underground from the existing service lines. The provision for Division of Land into Large
Parcels does not require extension of utilities at this time. The provisions do allow for the appropriate
easements to be placed on the map for future utility connections. The existing and proposed easements
are adequate to serve the 5 parcels.

1.a

A. The commission, in rendering its decision on the tentative map, shall base approval on finding in the
affirmative the following:
1. The tentative map meets the formal requirements of this chapter and NRS;

2. The tentative map secures adequate access for subsequent purchasers;
Staff Response: The proposed map has access to all parcels and has been conditioned (see condition 8. a.
& b.) to provide easements on the final map.
3. Where applicable, the tentative map secures the ability to irrigate and drain each parcel,
consistent with the water rights appurtenant, and that the rights of downstream users are
secured and not impaired;
Staff Response: There are no irrigation ditches associated with the existing parent parcel and the proposed
land division map has been conditioned. All parcels are required to meet code with regards to drainage
(see condition 9.K.)
4. The location and width of easements for roads and public utilities are adequate for the
area to be divided;
Staff Response: The existing easements and roadways have been reviewed by staff and are adequate for
the purposes of a division of land into large parcels.
5. The location and width of easements for drainage and irrigation purposes are adequate
for the area to be divided;
Staff Response: Staff has reviewed the map for easements and drainage and it has been determined that
the size of the easements are adequate.
6. There are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be divided, as certified by the
County Treasurer.
Staff Response: The property taxes on the subject parcel have been paid in full for Fiscal Year 2020-2021
as certified by the County Clerk-Treasurer. Prior to final map recordation taxes must be paid in full for
the fiscal year (see condition 4).
VII. CONCLUSION
Based on the ability to make the findings as required per Section 20.716.040 of DCC, Staff believes the
Planning Commission may approve Land Division Application DP 21-0044 for Jeffrey Jarboe, CFO,
Bently Family LTD, Partnership, a Tentative Parcel Map for a Division of Land into Large parcels to
divide a 204.31 acre parcel into two (5) parcels; the smallest one at 39.87 acres and the largest 42.22 acres
in size; subject to the recommended conditions below.
VIII. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
4
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Staff Response: The proposed land division has been conditioned (see condition 2) to meet requirements
of Title 20 Chapter 716 and Nevada Revised Statutes 278.471 through 278.475.

1.a

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS ARE TO BE MET WITH THE SUBMITTAL OF A FINAL
MAP:
1. The applicant must provide evidence that the existing hanger is removed from the property, as this use
is not permitted in the RA-5 zoning district.

3. The applicant must submit the original map linen (Mylar) and copies of the map in final form as
required by Douglas County Code and NRS for Division of Land into Large Parcels.
4. The applicant must submit documentation that all property taxes and any agricultural liens of the
property have been paid in full for the current fiscal year.
5. The applicant must provide a street and address plan that has been approved by the GIS Department.
Any easement or road (public or private) providing access to two or more parcels must be named and
street signs erected per Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.900, Numbering Structures and Naming
Streets.
6. The applicant must submit an affidavit stating that the person proposing to divide the land, or any
successor in interest, will make provision for the payment of the tax imposed by chapter 375 of NRS
and for compliance with the disclosure and recording requirements of subsection 5 of NRS 598.0923.
7. The applicant must submit a copy of a recorded deed restriction stating the following:
Douglas County has declared it a policy to protect and encourage agricultural operations. If your
property is located near an agricultural operation, you may at some time be subject to inconvenience
or discomfort arising from agricultural operations. If conducted in a manner consistent with proper
and accepted standards, these inconveniences and discomforts do not constitute a nuisance for
purposes of the Douglas County Code.

8. The Final Map must show the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

All roads or easements of access which exist and which the owner intends to offer for dedication.
All roads or easements of access which are shown on the Master Plan.
All easements for public utilities which exist or are proposed.
All existing and proposed easements for irrigation or drainage.
Identify and delineate blue-line stream and earthquake fault as it shown on USGS map.
The blue-line stream shall be identified as a “Restricted Use Area” for development, and a
drainage easement extending landward 50 feet from both sides of the high water mark of the
“blue-line” drainage course as identified on the USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle map.
g. For earthquake faults the building setback shall be 50-foot minimum of otherwise based on the
geotechnical engineer’s recommendation.
9. The Final Map shall provide notes that read as follows:
5
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2. The applicant must comply with the Final Map requirements as prescribed by NRS 278 and Douglas
County Code, Section 20.716, Division of Land into Large Parcels.

a. Any further division of these parcels may be subject to subdivision improvements as provided
under NRS 278.462(3).
c. The Community Development Certificate shall state that there are no public roads or other public
use elements offered for dedication as part of this map.
i. A portion of the subject property lies within Flood ZoneAO-1 per community firm panel
32005C0252H, effective date 6/15/2016.
j. All construction and development within the floodplain shall comply with Douglas County Code,
Chapter 20.50, Floodplain Management.
k. Maintenance of all drainage facilities and easements shall be the responsibility of the individual
property owners or other private entity, including a homeowner’s association. Douglas County
rejects any offer of dedication of drainage facilities or drainage easements.
l. Obstructing the flow or altering the course of a drainage channel is prohibited, unless permitted by
authorizing agency.
THE FOLLOWING CONDITION APPLIES THROUGH THE LIFE OF THE PROJECT:
The Final Map must be filed within one year from the date of approval of the Tentative Map by the
Planning Commission. Extensions of time may be granted in accordance with Douglas County Code,
Section 20.716.050.
Attachments:
1. Vicinity Map
2. Noticing Radius Map
3. Applicant’s Statement of Justification
4. Tentative Parcel Map
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1.a

Attachment: Vicinity Map (5561 : DP 21-0044 Bently Family LTD Partnership)

PC Attachment 1
1.b
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Planning Commission
AGENDA ACTION SHEET
Title: For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 200322, a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 35 industrial parcels ranging in
size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres. The project site is located on 78.7 acres at
the northwest corner of Heybourne Road and Airport Road in the LI (Light
Industrial) and A-19 (Agriculture – 19 acre minimum) zoning districts and the
Airport Community Plan area. The applicant is Bently Family LTD Partnership.
(APNs 1320-07-002-005, 1320-07-002-006, 1320-08-001-011, 1320-08-002005, 1320-08-002-006). (Lorenzo Mastino)
Recommended Motion: Recommend approval of Application DP 20-0322 a
Tentative Subdivision Map for Bently Family LTD Partnership, based on the
staff report, required findings, presentation, and public comment.
Financial Impact: None
Prepared by: Lorenzo Mastino,
Meeting Date: April 13, 2021
Background Information: The project site is located on a 79-acre site located
at the northwest corner of Heybourne Road and Airport Road, within the
Airport Community Plan. The project design is for a 35-lot industrially zoned
subdivision, proposing lots ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres.
Although the land to be subdivided is entirely contained within two contiguous
industrial-zoned parcels of approximately 39 acres each, the project also
includes off-site improvements accommodated on three additional abutting
properties zoned Agriculture - 19-acre minimum, as shown on the Off-Site
Dedication Attachment 4. These off-site improvements include two proposed
access roads and a detention basin.
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Date:

April 13, 2021

To:

Douglas County Planning Commission

From:

Lorenzo Mastino, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:

Minden-Tahoe Commercial Tentative Subdivision Map (DP 20-0322)

I.

REQUEST

For possible action. Discussion on Land Division Application DP 20-0322 for a Tentative Subdivision
Map to create 35 industrial parcels ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres. The project site is
located on approximately 79 acres at the northwest corner of Heybourne Road and Airport Road in the
LI (Light Industrial) and A-19 (Agriculture – 19 acre minimum) zoning districts in the Airport
Community Plan. The applicant is Bently Family LTD Partnership (APNs 1320-07-002-005, 1320-07002-006, 1320-08-001-011, 1320-08-002-005, and 1320-08-002-006).
II.

RECOMMENDATION

To approve Land Division Application DP 20-0322; a Tentative Subdivision Map to create 35
industrial parcels ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres on a 79 acre parent tract, based on the
ability to make the required finding, presentation, and public comment, subject to conditions.
III.

SUMMARY

Applicant / Owner: Bently Family LTD Partnership
Representative: R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
Location: 2298 Heybourne Rd, APN multiple
Master Plan Designation: Industrial, Agricultural
Zoning Designation: LI - Light Industrial, A-19 Agriculture 19-acre minimum
Surrounding Zoning: North: A-19 Agriculture 19-acre minimum, PF, Public Facility
West: A-19, A-19 Agriculture 19-acre minimum
East – AP, Airport
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MEMORANDUM

2.a

South – LI, Light Industrial
Flood Zone: X – Shaded, X-Unshaded
BACKGROUND

The project site is located on a 79-acre site located at the northwest corner of Heybourne Road and
Airport Road, within the Airport Community Plan. The project design is for a 35-lot industrially zoned
subdivision, proposing lots ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres. Although the land to be
subdivided is entirely contained within two contiguous industrial-zoned parcels of approximately 39
acres each, the project also includes off-site improvements accommodated on three additional abutting
properties zoned Agriculture – 19-acre minimum, as shown on the Off-Site Dedication Attachment 4.
These off-site improvements include two proposed access roads and a detention basin.
Vicinity Map
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IV.

2.a

Attachment: DP20-0322_Staff Report (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Master Plan – Industrial

Zoning – LI, Light Industrial
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The Master Plan Future Land Use designation of “Industrial” and “Agricultural” are defined in the
Douglas County Master Plan as:
Industrial: Designates parcels intended for various intensities of industrial development, including
offices, warehouses, and manufacturing businesses
Agriculture: Designates private parcels currently used for farming and ranching operations, many of
which are located in floodplain areas of the Carson Valley.

“LI” (Light industrial). The purpose of this district is to provide areas for the development of
research, light industrial, warehouse and distribution centers.
“A-19” (Agriculture - 19 acre minimum parcel size). The purpose of the A-19 district is to implement
the Douglas County master plan, to conserve agricultural resources, preserve open spaces and the
rural character of the county, and to direct urbanization into manageable and identified development
areas. This is a low density land use district with a maximum permitted density of one home per 19
gross acres. Unless otherwise specified in this development code, no more than one home per parcel is
permitted in this land use district.
V.

EVALUATION

Phasing
The project is proposed to be constructed in three phases. Phase one will include both access points
from Airport Road and Heybourne Road, which will be dedicated as Milky Way Road and Earnhardt
Road, as well as the portion of Earnhardt Road that will provide a connection between these two. The
off-site drainage detention facility will also be completed with Phase one, in addition to utility
extensions and relocation of existing facilities to serve phase one of the development. The proposed
conditions will require recording of the final map within 4 years of the tentative approval; phases two
and three improvements for internal roadways and on-site utilities will be completed and the final
maps recorded in two-year successions.
Non –Residential Development Standards
The proposal is designed to meet the requirements of Doulas County Code (DCC) section 20.658.010
(Non-residential Development Standards) and the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement
Standards (DCDCIS). Each of the proposed lots will meet the required minimum size of 1 acre for the
LI zoning district and will meet lot setback and dimension minimum standards. The table below
summarizes some key figures related to the project:

Total Project Area
Minimum lot size (amount of lots)
Maximum lot size (amount of lots)
Setbacks required for future
development

78.74 included in proposed subdivision, plus a ±1-acre
detention pond and off-site right-of-way dedication
1.08 acres (two lots)
6.20 acres (one lot)
Front: 20’ Rear: 10’ Side: 10’ Street Side: 20’
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The current zoning of “LI – Light Industrial” and “A-19 – Agriculture 19-acre minimum parcel size”
are defined in Douglas County Code as:

2.a

Drainage
The development is not located within a primary flood plain. To accommodate the impact of
stormwater runoff increase produced by future development of the subdivision, the applicant is
proposing an off-site detention pond on the adjacent property to the northwest of the site (APN 132008-001-011). Drainage will be the responsibility of a property owners association. An easement for the
off-site detention pond will be provided by the Bently Family Ltd. Partnership.
The development proposes two points of access, one onto Airport Road (SR 756) which is under the
jurisdiction of NDOT, the other onto Heybourne Road, which is under the jurisdiction of Douglas
County. A traffic impact analysis was prepared by Solaegui Engineers for the proposed industrial
development. Per the recommendations in the study, the applicant will need to obtain an encroachment
permit from NDOT for a proposed 450’ dedicated left turn land to the project access onto Airport
Road and improve access at Heybourne Road as a four-way intersection, with stop sign control at the
east and west approaches at the Heybourne Road access.
The proposed street section meets the minimum industrial road section specifications as per Design
Criteria, and an increased paved width of 48 feet better accommodates the size and turning radius of
semi-trucks and trailers typically associated with industrial traffic.
Water and Sewer - Utilities
The project will be served (as evidenced by intent to serve letters provided) by community sewer,
community water, centralized storm drainage facilities, paved roads, NV Energy, Southwest Gas and
Spectrum and Frontier Communications.
Water Conveyance Advisory Committee (WCAC)
Due to the presence of irrigation facilities running along the property boundaries, on 4/5/21 the WCAC
evaluated the proposal and recommended approval of the project, subject to conditions which include:
1. Applicant shall dedication irrigation easements over all irrigation improvements serving
downstream users as noted below. The existing irrigation easements along Airport Road and
Heybourne Road appear adequate. This condition applies to the other irrigation facilities on the subject
parcels.
a. Open ditch. Easement width shall be a minimum of 32-Ft plus the top width of ditch
b. Underground conveyance. Easement width shall be a minimum of 20-Ft.
2. Final design material shall demonstrate the following: a. Capacity of existing and proposed
culverts, ditches, irrigation structures etc. with Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement
Standards (DCDCIS).
b. Compliance with DCDCIS for mitigation of increased stormwater peak flow rates.
c. Compliance with DCDCIS for water quality mitigation of stormwater run-off discharging
from the developed site.
d. Trash racks on the upstream side of all culverts greater than 24-Ft in length.
e. Access to the existing ditches is perpetuated at locations where roads intercept all ditches.
3. The applicant shall be responsible for the maintenance of all irrigation culverts proposed with this
project. a. The applicant shall estimate the annual cost routine maintenance and post security to pay for
5
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Traffic

2.a

this maintenance, in advance, for a period of twenty years. Security shall be posted prior to issuance of
a Notice of Completion for any site improvement permits issued on the project.
Relevant Master Plan Goals and Policies

Economic Development Element Goal 1: Foster a diverse regional economy that adapts to changing
needs of the workforce and enables business development, retention, and expansion.
Economic Development Element Policy E-3: Continue to recruit, retain, and expand businesses and
industries that enhance our local economy.
VI.

FINDINGS

The Tentative Subdivision Map for the proposed project was submitted pursuant to DCC 20.708.030Tentative subdivision map findings. This Code section establishes findings that must be considered by
the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners in their decisions on a Tentative
Subdivision Map.
Findings for a Tentative Subdivision Map (DCC 20.708.030)
1.

The property to be subdivided is zoned for the intended uses and the density and design of
the subdivision conforms to the requirements of the zoning regulations contained in this
code;

Staff Response: The proposed subdivision is within the allowed density for the site per the zoning (LI,
A-19), and land use designation (Industrial, Agriculture). All lots are proposed to be above the
minimum 1 acre size and conform to the zoning regulations in DCC.
2.

If planned development is proposed, the tentative subdivision map conforms to the
density requirements, lot dimension standards and other regulations applicable to planned
developments;

Staff Response: Not applicable: the proposal is not a Planned Development.
3.

The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and improvement standards
contained in the development code;

Staff Response: The applicant has supplied will-serve letters for the proposed site demonstrating that
utility infrastructure will be provided. All utilities are either on site or adjacent to the site.
The Engineering Division of Community Development reviewed the proposed subdivision for
compliance with Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCIS) and provided
conditions of approval with this report. Included in the conditions are clauses related to site
improvements associated with roadways and utilities.
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Airport Community Plan Vision Statement: “The Airport Community Plan will focus on creating a
state-of-the art transportation hub while continuing to be recognized as a premier soaring destination.
The Airport Community will become a logistics center for commerce, offering a convenient location
for industrial and agricultural uses.”
.

2.a

4.

The tentative subdivision map conforms to the improvement and design standards contained
in the development code and adopted design criteria and improvement standards;

Staff Response: The Engineering Division of Community Development reviewed the proposal for
compliance with Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCIS) and provided
conditions of approval included with this report. Included in the conditions are clauses related to site
improvements associated with roadways and utilities.
5.

If applicable, that a phasing plan has been submitted and is deemed acceptable;

6.

The approval contains terms that plan for the possibility of abandonment or termination of
the project;

Staff Response: The applicant will comply with conditions related to the possibility of abandonment or
termination of the project. Condition A7 will ensure site improvements are secure.
7.

There are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided, as certified by the
county treasurer;

Staff Response: The applicant submitted verification that the taxes due to the County for the site are
paid.
8.

The project is not located within an identified archeological or cultural study area, as
recognized by the county. If the project is located in a study area, an archeological resource
reconnaissance has been performed on the site by a qualified archeologist and any identified
resources have been avoided or mitigated to the extent possible per the findings in the report.

Staff Response: N/A. The site is not recognized as being an archeological or cultural study area.
VII.

CONCLUSION

Based on the ability to make the findings as outlined above, and subject to the recommended
conditions of approval below, staff recommends approval of Land Division Application DP 20-0322, a
Tentative Subdivision Map to create 35 industrial parcels ranging in size from 1.07 acres to 6.2 acres
on an approximately 79-acre parent tract. The following Recommended Conditions of Approval are
proposed.
VIII. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
A. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET PRIOR TO FINAL MAP
SUBMITTAL:
Prior to the submittal of any final map, the following improvements shall be completed under a
Site Improvement Permit application:
Engineering Division Conditions
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Staff Response: A phasing plan was submitted and is deemed acceptable based on the functionality of
the site.

2.a

Phase I (14 lots):
a. The applicant must submit civil improvement plans in conformance with Division 2
Improvement Plans.
b. In accordance with Title 20.220.020, the existing overhead power line to the north of the
parcel shall be undergrounded with this Site Improvement Permit.
c. Earnhardt Road and Milky Way Road shall be constructed to the Industrial Road Section
as shown on Sheet 2 of the tentative subdivision map.
d. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Nevada Department of
Transportation (NDOT) for a proposed 450-foot dedicated left turn lane to the project
access onto Airport Road and improve the access at Heybourne Road as a four-way
intersection, with stop sign control at the east and west approaches at said intersection.
e. The water main shall be constructed within Earnhardt Road and Milky Way Road with
connections to the existing water mains on Airport Road and Heybourne Road. Further
water system requirements are addressed below.
f. The sewer main shall be constructed within Earnhardt Road and Milk Way Road with
connection to the existing sewer main on Heybourne Road. This shall include
construction of a sewer lift station with stand-by power in accordance with Division 5 in
the DCDCIS. Further sewer system requirements are addressed below.
g. A site improvement permit will not be issued until plans have been approved for all noncounty utilities necessary to serve the development.
h. The applicant must submit a final technical drainage report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 6 Storm Drainage and Appendix D Storm Drainage Details.
i. The plans must show all necessary drainage easements and identify them as public (when
accepting flows from the public right-of-way) or private.
j. The applicant must submit a final soils (geotechnical) report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 8 Geotechnical Engineering Report. The pavement section for
the Industrial Road Section must be in accordance with Divisions 3.8 Pavement Sections
and 3.9.10 Asphalt Concrete Structural Sections.
k. The applicant shall provide a means of water quality treatment for storm water before it
discharges into the irrigation ditch. A manufacture’s cut sheet of the proposed treatment
device shall be provided along with an annual maintenance plan.
Phase II (7 lots):
l. The applicant must submit civil improvement plans in conformance with Division 2
Improvement Plans.
m. Improvement plans shall include the street names for Loop 1 and Road 2 as approved by
the GIS Department.
n. Loop 1 and Road 2 shall be constructed to the Industrial Road Section as shown on Sheet
2 of the tentative subdivision map.
o. The water main shall be constructed within Loop 1 and Road 2 with connections to the
water main improvements constructed under Phase I. Further water system requirements
are addressed below.
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A 1. The applicant must submit plans and supporting documents for review and approval. Plans
and documentation must be in conformance with the Douglas County Design Criteria and
Improvement Standards (DCDCIS) including the following project specific items:

p. The sewer main shall be constructed within Loop 1 and Road 2 with connections to the
sewer main improvements constructed under Phase I. Further sewer system requirements
are addressed below.
q. A site improvement permit will not be issued until plans have been approved for all noncounty utilities necessary to serve the development.
r. The applicant must submit a final technical drainage report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 6 Storm Drainage and Appendix D Storm Drainage Details.
s. The plans must show all necessary drainage easements and identify them as public (when
accepting flows from the public right-of-way) or private.
a. The applicant must submit a final soils (geotechnical) report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 8 Geotechnical Engineering Report. The pavement section for
the Industrial Road Section must be in accordance with Divisions 3.8 Pavement Sections
and 3.9.10 Asphalt Concrete Structural Sections.
t. The applicant shall provide a means of water quality treatment for storm water before it
discharges into the irrigation ditch. A manufacture’s cut sheet of the proposed treatment
device shall be provided along with an annual maintenance plan.
Phase III (14 lots):
u. The applicant must submit civil improvement plans in conformance with Division 2
Improvement Plans.
v. Improvement plans shall include the street names for Loop 1 as approved by the GIS
Department.
w. Loop 1 shall be constructed to the Industrial Road Section as shown on Sheet 2 of the
tentative subdivision map.
x. The water main shall be constructed within Loop 1 and with connections to the water
main improvements constructed under Phase II. Further water system requirements are
addressed below.
y. The sewer main shall be constructed within Loop 1 and Road 2 with connections to the
sewer main improvements constructed under Phase II. Further sewer system requirements
are addressed below.
z. A site improvement permit will not be issued until plans have been approved for all noncounty utilities necessary to serve the development.
aa. The applicant must submit a final technical drainage report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 6 Storm Drainage and Appendix D Storm Drainage Details.
bb. The plans must show all necessary drainage easements and identify them as public (when
accepting flows from the public right-of-way) or private.
b. The applicant must submit a final soils (geotechnical) report and plans meeting the
requirements of Division 8 Geotechnical Engineering Report. The pavement section for
the Industrial Road Section must be in accordance with Divisions 3.8 Pavement Sections
and 3.9.10 Asphalt Concrete Structural Sections.
cc. The applicant shall provide a means of water quality treatment for storm water before it
discharges into the irrigation ditch. A manufacture’s cut sheet of the proposed treatment
device shall be provided along with an annual maintenance plan.
A 2. The development will be served by a public water system, and the following conditions
apply:
a. The applicant must meet the requirements of the “Water Will Serve” letter or other letter
of intent to serve.
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2.a

b. Water lines must meet the requirements of Division 4 Water Systems and Appendix B
Water System Details, or standards of other applicable agencies.
c. For Douglas County water systems, the applicant must submit a water system model
report pursuant to DCDCIS, Division 4, Section 4.2, including fire district fire flow
requirements. This shall be accompanied with a completed Water Model Review
application and associated deposit fee of $2,500.00. The application outlines all required
documents to be included and must be submitted to the County a minimum of thirty days
prior to any Site Improvement Permit submittal.
d. The applicant shall pay water connection fees for all newly created lots (parcels) prior to
final map recordation. The minimum connection fee for each parcel will be based on a
¾-inch water service connection size. If a larger size is shown on the approved plan, then
the connection fee at recordation will be based on the larger size.
e. Prior to issuance of a building permit on each parcel the actual service connection size
must be determined and a connection permit must be obtained. If the actual service
connection size exceeds the size for which the developer has already paid, then the
applicant must pay for the increased size before obtaining a connection permit. Applicant
shall coordinate with Public Works prior to any permit submittal to the County. Public
Works can be reached at 783-6480.
A 3. The development will be served by a public sewer system, and the following conditions
apply:
a. The applicant must meet the requirements of the “Sewer Will Serve” letter or other letter
of intent to serve.
b. Sewer infrastructure must meet the requirements of Division 5 Sewer Systems and
Appendix C Sewer System Details or standards from other applicable agencies.
c. For Douglas County sewer systems, the applicant must submit a sewer system model
report pursuant to DCDCIS, Division 5, Section 5.1.1.
d. The property is located within the North Valley Sewer Service Area and must connect to
the sewer system. Prior to approval and recordation of a final map, the applicant must
pay for sewer capacity. Because the actual sewer capacity requirements are unknown, the
fee at final map recordation shall be based on a minimum of 1.0 sewer EDU for each
newly created parcel. Prior to issuance of a building permit on each parcel, the actual
sewer capacity requirement must be determined and a connection permit must be
obtained. If the actual capacity exceeds 1.0 EDU for the subject parcel, then the applicant
must pay for any additional sewer EDUs before a connection permit is issued.
e. The applicant shall pay a sewer connection charge for a minimum of 1.0 sewer EDU for
each newly created parcel prior to recordation of a final map.
f. Preliminary plans show a sewer lift station. At the direction of the Public Works
Department, the applicant shall provide an easement or dedicate land to the County for a
sewer lift station, if approved.
A 4. The applicant must meet the water rights requirements in Douglas County Code, Section
20.100.040, by dedicating 1.12 acre-feet per parcel to Douglas County for a total of 39.200
acre-feet (calculated as: 35 parcels x 1.12 acre-feet of water rights per parcel). Because the
actual water rights requirements are unknown, the water rights fee at final map recordation
shall be based on a minimum of 1.12 acre-feet for each newly created parcel. Prior to
issuance of a building permit on each parcel, the actual water rights requirement must be
determined and a connection permit must be obtained. If the actual water rights exceeds 1.12
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2.a

2.a

acre-feet for the subject parcel, then the applicant must pay for all additional water rights
before a connection permit is issued.
A 5. The applicant must provide evidence that conditions placed on the project by the Water
Conveyance Advisory Committee (WCAC), pursuant to the meeting on March 1, 2021, have
been met.

A 7. On-site and off-site improvements must be constructed or secured. If the applicant proposes
to secure for any of the required improvements, the applicant must enter into a security and
improvement agreement with Douglas County. The security improvement agreement and the
security deposit shall comply with Douglas County Code Sections 20.720.020 and
20.720.030.
A 8. The applicant must provide documentation that all required improvements, including utilities
are installed, constructed or secured.
A 9. The applicant must provide evidence that the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)
has reviewed and approved development within their jurisdiction.
A 10.The applicant shall electronically submit the draft final maps to the Engineering Division for
a Technical Map Review, prior to final map submittal. The draft final map must reflect all
the Conditions of Approval prior to submitting and also include a response letter to the
Conditions of Approval. This expedites the final map submittal process by allowing both the
Engineering and Planning Divisions to review the final map to the Conditions of Approval,
Nevada Revised Statutes 278, and County Code.
Planning Division Conditions
A 11.The applicant must submit revised site plans for review and approval. The plans must be in
conformance with the Douglas County Code (DCC), Title 20, and the Douglas County
Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS).
a. The applicant must submit final landscape and irrigation plans stamped by a licensed
architect, landscape architect, or civil engineer. Landscape and irrigation plans are to be
consistent with both the DCDCIS and Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.694 Landscape
Standards, and Section 20.692.080 (D) Parking lot landscape standards.
A 12.The applicant must provide evidence that the GIS Department has approved all new street
names. Any easement or road (public or private) providing access to two or more parcels
must be named and street signs erected per Douglas County Code, Chapter 20.900
Numbering Structures and Naming Streets.
A 13.The applicant must comply with the requirements of Douglas County Code, Title 20, Chapter
20.50 Floodplain Management and provide the following:
a. A Floodplain Development Permit.
11
DP 20-0322
Packet Pg. 81

Attachment: DP20-0322_Staff Report (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

A 6. The applicant must provide a paved pullout for a new cluster mailbox location per Detail
A17. If a new cluster mailbox location is not required, then the applicant must be responsible
for providing documentation to that effect from the U.S. Postal Service. (See Condition B1.a)

2.a

Engineering Division Conditions
B 1. The Final Map must show the following:
a. An easement for any new cluster mailbox location.
b. Drainage easements necessary to mitigate onsite, offsite, and cross-lot drainage impacts.
All drainage easements not accepting flow from a public right-of-way must be shown as
private.
c. All runoff from a public right-of-way shall be conveyed to a facility proposed to be
maintained by Douglas County or other applicable agency. Access shall be provided to
the drainage facility in accordance with The Douglas County Design Criteria and
Improvement Standards Division 2.12.15. The drainage facility and access shall be
located either within a parcel to be dedicated to Douglas County or a public drainage
easement which the County may accept for maintenance in conjunction with acceptance
of the right-of-way. Douglas County rejects any offer of dedication of drainage facilities
or drainage easements at this time.
B 2. The Final Map must provide notes that read as follows:
a. A ten (10) foot wide, for commercial, public utility easement along all road frontages and
a five (5) foot wide public utility easement along the side and rear lot lines.
b. Any further division of these parcels may be subject to subdivision improvements as
provided under NRS 278.462(3).
c. The Community Development Certificate must state, “In addition all offers of dedication
for public rights-of-way were rejected with the reservation to accept said offers at a later
date. The County accepts the offer for dedication for the public utility easement(s).”
d. Lot 5 will be required to comply with Douglas County Code, Section 20.100.040, if the
parcel connects to a public water system. A note to this effect will be placed on the final
map, or may be recorded in a separate instrument prior to recordation of the final map.
e. Obstructing the flow or altering the course of a drainage channel is prohibited, unless
permitted by authorizing agency.
Planning Division Conditions
B 3. The applicant must submit a copy of a recorded deed restriction stating the following:
“Douglas County has declared it a policy to protect and encourage agricultural operations. If
your property is located near an agricultural operation, you may at some time be subject to
inconvenience or discomfort arising from agricultural operations. If conducted in a manner
consistent with proper and accepted standards, these inconveniences and discomforts do not
constitute a nuisance for purposes of the Douglas County Code.”
B 4. The applicant must submit documentation that all property taxes and any agricultural liens of
the property have been paid in full for the current fiscal year.
B 5. The applicant must comply with the Final Map requirements as prescribed by NRS 278 and
Douglas County Code, Section 20.708 Subdivision Maps.
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B. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE MET WITH THE SUBMITTAL OF A
FINAL MAP:

2.a

B 6. The applicant must submit an affidavit stating that the person proposing to divide the land, or
any successor in interest, will make provision for the payment of the tax imposed by chapter
375 of NRS and for compliance with the disclosure and recording requirements of subsection
5 of NRS 598.0923.
C. THE FOLLOWING CONDITION IS APPLICABLE THROUGHOUT THE LIFE OF THE
PROJECT:

C 1. The applicant shall submit inspection and maintenance records annually from the date of the
notice of completion to the Stormwater Program Manager in the Public Works Department
detailing any maintenance work that has been completed.
Planning Division Conditions
C 2. The applicant shall present to the director a Final Subdivision Map, within four years after
the date of tentative map approval. If the applicant elects to present a successive map in a series
of final maps, the applicant shall present, on or before the second anniversary of the date on
which the applicant presented to community development the first in the series of final maps.
Extensions of time may be granted in accordance with Douglas County Code, Section
20.708.050.
C 3. The applicant shall comply with all conditions placed on the map by the Water Conveyance
Advisory Committee on 4/5/21.
The applicant may electronically submit the draft final maps to the Engineering Division for a
Technical Map Review, prior to final map submittal. This expedites the final map submittal process by
allowing both the Engineering and Planning Divisions to review the final map to the Conditions of
Approval, Nevada Revised Statutes 278, and County Code.
Attachments:
1. Noticing Radius Map
2. Applicant’s Justification Letter
3. Map Copies
4. Off-Site Dedication
5. Conceptual Drainage Study
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Engineering Division Conditions

Douglas County Noticing Radius Map
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January 28, 2021
Via Hand Delivery
Douglas County Community Development
P.O. Box 218
Minden, NV 89423
Statement of Justification and Project Description
Tentative Industrial Subdivision Map – Bently Family Ltd Partnership

Please consider this letter our statement of justification and project description on behalf of the
applicant, Bently Family Ltd Partnership, for the submittal of the Minden-Tahoe Industrial Park, an
Industrial Tentative Subdivision Map.
The parcel to be subdivided consists of 78.74 acres and will be subdivided over three phases to create
approximately 35 industrial lots, the smallest being 1.08 net acres in size. The parcel is located on the
north side Airport Road, west of Heybourne Road within the Airport Community Planning area. The
parcel is zoned LI (Light Industrial) with a Master Plan designation of Industrial. The floodplain
designations are Zones “X” and Unshaded “X”. per the FEMA FIRM 32005C0070H dated June 15, 2016.
The proposed development will connect to community water and sewer facilities through the East
Valley Utility District.
KEY ISSUES:
Master Plan & Zoning Consistency: The request is consistent with the existing master plan and
zoning designations on the site.
Neighborhood Compatibility: The objective standards of neighborhood compatibility, including
land use, zoning and specific design standards found in County Code have been met.
Phasing: This industrial subdivision will be constructed in three phases. The internal road
connection between the proposed access on Heybourne Road and the proposed access on
Airport Road will be completed with the Phase One final map, along with the proposed off-site
access roads Milky Way Road and Earnhardt Road. The off-site drainage detention facility will
also be completed with Phase One, in addition to utility extensions and relocation of existing
facilities to serve Phase One of the development. In accordance with Douglas County Code
20.708.050, Phase One will record within four years after approval by the Board of County
Commissioners. Phases Two and Three improvements for internal roadways and on-site utilities
will be completed and the final maps recorded in two-year successions per the terms of the
development code.

1603 Esmeralda Avenue
Minden, Nevada 89423
775.782.2322
www.ROAnderson.com

Minden, Nevada
Reno, Nevada
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To Whom it May Concern,

2.c

Douglas County Community Development
Statement of Justification/Project Description
Minden-Tahoe Industrial Park
January 28, 2021
Page 2 of 4

The Owner has voluntarily proposed wider travel lanes and right-of-way than the County’s typical
street section would otherwise require, increasing the paved width from 32’ to 48’ to better
accommodate the size and turning radius of semitrucks and trailers typically associated with
industrial traffic.
Adequate Public Facilities: The project will be served (as evidenced by intent to serve letters provided)
by community sewer, community water, centralized storm drainage facilities, paved roads, NV Energy,
Southwest Gas and Spectrum and Frontier Communications.
Drainage Facilities: Drainage will be the responsibility of a property owners association. An easement
for the off-site detention pond will be provided by the Bently Family Ltd. Partnership who also owns the
adjacent land the detention pond is sited on with the recordation of the Phase One final map.
Flood Plain: The development is not located within a primary flood plain.
The following is our analysis of the required findings for a Tentative Subdivision Map per Douglas County
Code Section 20.708.030:
Tentative Subdivision Map Findings:
1. The property to be subdivided is zoned for the intended uses and the density and design of the
subdivision conforms to the requirements of the zoning regulations contained in this code;
Comment: The proposed development conforms to the requirements of Parts I and II Douglas
County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards manual and conforms with the zoning
regulations for the Light Industrial zoning district.
2. If planned development is proposed, the tentative subdivision map conforms to the density
requirements, lot dimension standards and other regulations applicable to planned
developments;
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Roads/Traffic: The development proposes two points of access; one onto Airport Road (SR 756)
which is under the jurisdiction of NDOT, the other onto Heybourne Road which is under the
jurisdiction of Douglas County. A traffic impact analysis was prepared by Solaegui Engineers for
the proposed industrial development. Per the recommendations in the study, the Owner will
need to obtain an encroachment permit from NDOT for a proposed 450’ dedicated left turn land
to the project access onto Airport Road and improve access at Heybourne Road as a four-way
intersection, with stop sign control at the east and west approaches at the Heybourne Road
access.

2.c

Douglas County Community Development
Statement of Justification/Project Description
Minden-Tahoe Industrial Park
January 28, 2021
Page 3 of 4
Comment: A planned development is not proposed with this Tentative Subdivision Map
application.
3. The tentative subdivision map conforms to public facilities and improvement standards
contained in the development code;

4. The tentative subdivision map conforms to the improvement and design standards contained in
the development code and adopted design criteria and improvement standards;
Comment: As discussed in the Key Issues portion of this statement of justification, all public
improvements conform to (or exceed) the improvement and design standards contained in the
development code and adopted design criteria and improvement standards.
5. If applicable, that a phasing plan has been submitted and is deemed acceptable;
Comment: The project will be developed in three phases.
6. The approval contains terms that plan for the possibility of abandonment or termination
of the project;
Comment: The proposed project phasing includes all of the major improvements, such as
drainage facilities, major utility extensions, road and intersection improvements with the first
phase.
7. There are no delinquent taxes or assessments on the land to be subdivided, as
certified by the county treasurer;
Comment: All taxes are paid current as demonstrated by the receipt from the County
Treasurer’s office.
8. The project is not located within an identified archeological or cultural study area, as recognized
by the county. If the project is located in a study area, an archeological resource reconnaissance
has been performed on the site by a qualified archeologist and any identified resources have
been avoided or mitigated to the extent possible per the findings in the report. (Ord. 801,
1998; Ord. 763, 1996; Ord. 390, 1981)
Comment: The project is not located in an identified cultural study area.
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Comment: As discussed in the Key Issues portion of this statement of justification, all adequate public
facilities are provided with this development application.

2.c

Douglas County Community Development
Statement of Justification/Project Description
Minden-Tahoe Industrial Park
January 28, 2021
Page 4 of 4
Thank you for your consideration regarding this project. Please contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely,
R.O. ANDERSON ENGINEERING, INC.

Attachment: 2. SOJ (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Keith Ruben, AICP, MBA
Director of Planning and Entitlements
Attachments
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1 Introduction
Location of Property

The project under consideration consists of two distinct parcels located at the
northwest corner of Heybourne Road and Airport Road in Douglas County, Nevada.
The approximate centroid of the combined parcels is at latitude 39.003032°N,
longitude 119.766042°W. The combined property is within the southwest ¼ of Section
8, Township 13 North, Range 20 East, M.D.M. and has been assigned Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APN) 1320-08-002-005 (39.42 acres) and 1320-08-002-006 (39.32 acres). The
total area of the two parcels under consideration is 78.74-acres. Figure 1 - Vicinity Map
shows the relative location of the subject site.

Figure 1 - Vicinity Map

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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Description of Property

Both parcels are historically being used as irrigated pasture land. The owner of these
properties with a combined acreage of 78.74 acres is requesting to subdivide the
combined parcel to create thirty-five (35) 2-5-acre parcels with two main access
points to the subdivided parcels — one from Airport Road and another from
Heybourne Road. The owner is also requesting a zone change that would change the
current Light Industrial zoning to General Industrial Zoning when approved by the
County. The combined parcels are roughly rectangular, bounded by Heybourne
Road to the East, Airport Road to the South, Earnhardt Road on the West, and a
private road to the North. The existing ground generally slopes from southeast to
northwest at less than 0.5 percent. There are active irrigation ditches along the
combined parcel boundaries.

1.3

Floodplain Information

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has identified much of the site
as lying in X-Unshaded Flood Zone, with a minor portion to the west in X-Shaded Flood
Zone. The X-Shaded Flood Zone designation represents moderate flood hazard areas
and are areas between the limits of the 1-percent annual chance flood (base flood)
and the 0.2-percent annual chance flood boundaries. The Flood Zones are identified
in the most recent Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 32005C0070H, last revised June
15, 2016. A copy of the FIRM showing the project location in relation to the FEMA
designated flood hazard boundaries is attached as Figure 2 – Effective FEMA FIRM.

1.4

Project Description

The owner, Bently Family Ltd Partnership, proposes to subdivide the combined parcel
(78.74 acres) to create thirty-five (35) new parcels, each ranging in size from 2 to 5
acres. The property is currently an irrigated pasture land and the owner is proposing
to develop the subdivided parcels for general industrial use in the future. The
proposed improvements include paved roadways with curb & gutter, storm and
sanitary sewers and water service, drainage ditches, and a detention pond. There
are no critical areas on the site which have been determined to have the potential
for serious erosion or drainage concerns. However, there are active irrigation ditches
along the property boundaries and the proposed development will not encroach
onto these existing drainage ditches, except for proposed roadway crossings with
appropriately sized culverts to perpetuate irrigation flows. Figure 3 – Tentative
Subdivision Map shows a conceptual layout of the proposed lot configurations.

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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FIGURE 2 - EFFECTIVE FEMA FIRM
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2 Existing and Proposed Hydrology
Design Criteria and Methodology

According to the Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards
(DCDCIS) manual storm runoff (rates and volume) can be estimated using HEC-HMS,
TR-20 or TR-55 methods if the drainage area is more than 20 acres. For this project,
hydrologic modeling was performed using HydroCAD software, which includes TR-20
procedures. Consistent with County development requirements, the pre-and postdevelopment runoff peak flow rates and volumes were estimated for 2-, 10-, 25-, and
100-year return interval storm events.
The point precipitation depth data was obtained from the National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) website (NOAA, 2020). The rainfall depth was
uniformly imposed on the watershed using Natural Resources Conservation Services
(NRCS) Type II, 24-hour synthetic rainfall distribution (USDA, 1986). The 24-hour
precipitation depth data for various return periods are shown in Table 1, and the
detailed data is included in Appendix 1 of this report.
Table 1 – 24-Hour Cumulative Point Precipitation Depth Data
Return
Period
(Year)
2
10
25
100

Rainfall
Depth
(Inches)
1.26
1.83
2.17
2.72

Mass rainfall is then converted to mass runoff by using the runoff curve number (CN)
method. CN is based on soils, plant cover, amount of impervious areas, interception,
and surface storage. Time of concentrations (Tc) for pre-and post-developed
conditions were calculated using TR-55 procedures. The HSG information was
obtained from the soils report downloaded from the NRCS Web Soil Survey portal
(NRCS, 2018), and is included in Appendix 1 of this report. After all the required
hydrologic model input parameters were estimated, surface runoff transformation
calculations were modeled using the NRCS Unit Hydrograph method (USDA, 1986).

2.2

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

2.1

Pre-Developed Conditions

The on-site soils have been classified by the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA), Natural Resources and Conservation Services (NRCS) as Milkiway clay, 0 to 2
percent slopes (Map Unit Symbols: 6213 and 6214. The soil characteristics information
was obtained from the soils report downloaded from the NRCS Web Soil Survey portal
(NRCS, 2020), and is included in Figure 4 – NRCS Soils Map. The project soils belong to
R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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The hydrologic model input parameters such as contributing watershed area,
associated CNs, and Tc were estimated and inserted in the hydrologic model. A CN
of 88 that represents fallow - crop residue cover in good condition with HSG ‘C’ was
used to model the onsite existing watershed conditions. Tc was estimated to be 80.1
minutes. The existing watershed boundary, flow path, model parameters are shown
in Figure 5 – Pre-Developed Watershed Map. After all the required hydrologic model
input parameters have been estimated, the hydrologic model was executed to
estimate runoff peak flow rates and volume for pre-developed conditions using
HydroCAD® software. Figure 5 – shows the layout of onsite watershed conditions
along with the estimated hydrologic model input parameters and the runoff peak
flow rates for the design storm event.
Table 2 – Runoff Peak Flows and Volume for Pre-Developed Conditions

PRE-1/
Outfall 1

2.3

Area
(acre)

Runoff Peak Discharge (cfs)
21025100year
year
year
year

2year

78.74

12.9

2.365

27.5

37.1

53.3

Runoff Volume (ac-ft)
1025100year
year
year
4.835

6.475

9.292

Post-Developed Conditions

In the proposed conditions, it is assumed that the existing site will be ultimately
improved with 2-5-acre parcels with general industrial use. The proposed watershed
boundaries were assumed to be identical to existing watershed boundaries Figure 5
– . Further, it was assumed that the post-developed conditions land use primarily
consists of urban districts - industrial. Corresponding CN 91, for HSG ‘C’ for the
proposed land use conditions, were obtained from the TR-55 runoff CN table (USDA,
1986). Tc for the post-developed conditions was estimated to be 71.0 minutes.
After all the required hydrologic model input parameters have been estimated, the
hydrologic model was executed to estimate runoff peak flow rates and volume for
post-developed conditions using HydroCAD® software. Figure 6 – Post-Developed
Watershed Map shows the layout of onsite watershed conditions along with the
estimated hydrologic model input parameters and the runoff peak flow rates for the
design storm event.

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) ‘C’. Soils characterized by HSG ‘C’ are those exhibiting a
slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. Detailed NRCS soil
survey information is included in Appendix 1 of this report.

6
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Table 3 – Runoff Peak Flows and Volume for Post-Developed Conditions
Subbasin

Area
(acre)

Runoff Peak Discharge (cfs)
21025100year
year
year
year

Runoff Volume (ac-ft)
21025100year
year
year
year

POST-1/
Outfall 1

78.74

19.8

3.210

48.8

67.4

6.018

7.8181

10.846

Comparisons of Pre- and Post-Developed Conditions

The addition of impervious areas because of proposed development slightly
increases the runoff peak discharge and volumes as compared to the pre-developed
conditions. The County regulations require the developer to take appropriate
mitigation measures, such as the installation of detention/retention facilities to
attenuate post-developed conditions runoff peak discharges to limit to predeveloped conditions runoff peak discharges. An offsite proposed detention pond
located at the north-west corner of the project site will mitigate the impacts of the
proposed development. This detention facility will receive stormwater flows from the
proposed storm drain network and will consist of principal and emergency overflow
spillways designed to discharge excess flows from less frequent storms such as 4-and
1-percent annual chance floods. The detention pond has been added to the postdeveloped conditions hydrologic model to assess the impacts of the detention
storage on the post-developed peak discharges leaving the ultimate discharge point
at the project site. A comparison of pre-and post-developed conditions runoff peak
flow rates with the proposed detention pond is shown in the table below. Detailed
hydrologic modeling results are included in Appendix 1 of this report.
Table 4 – Comparison of Pre- and Post-Developed Conditions
Storm
Recurrence
Interval
(Year)
2
10
25
100

2.5

Runoff Peak Discharge (cfs)
PreDevelop

PostDevelop

Net
Change

12.9
27.5
37.1
53.3

8.1
25.0
35.7
53.2

(4.8)
(2.5)
(1.4)
(0.1)

Impacts to Existing Irrigation Facilities

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

2.4

37.6

The proposed improvements, especially roadways will cross over the existing drainage
ditches located along the perimeter of the combined parcels. The roadway crossings
will be designed to make sure that the existing irrigation facilities’ capacities are not
compromised and continue to effectively perpetuate irrigation flows to downstream
users.

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Douglas County Area, Nevada
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3 Proposed Drainage Facilities






2-year, 24-hour duration
10-year, 24-hour duration
25-year, 24-hour duration
100-year, 24-hour duration

For industrial developments, proposed drainage facilities shall be designed to safely
convey peak runoff from the 25-year storm event and provide emergency flow paths
for a storm event with a 100-year return period. The County prefers that developers
construct detention basins to manage and mitigate potential increases in runoff
resulting from the proposed development. The County may grant exemptions to the
detention requirements and allow storm runoff retention and infiltration on a case-bycase basis if there are no downstream facilities to convey site runoff or if the design
engineer demonstrates that retention/infiltration is the only feasible option.
The proposed drainage improvements for the site will consist of surface sheet flow to
curb and gutter, catch basins and storm drainage network directing flow to the offsite
detention basin, constructed on an easement located on the adjacent parcel, also
owned by the owner. The expected increase in the post-developed conditions runoff
peak discharge will be limited to the pre-developed conditions runoff peak
discharges by attenuating flows in the proposed detention ponds, and ultimately
discharged through principal and emergency spillway, without changing the historic
flow paths. The overflow emergency will be a broad crested weir, 10 feet wide with
2:1 sideslopes, with a maximum depth of one foot over the crest of the emergency
spillway. Figure 7 – Grading and Drainage Plan shows a conceptual layout of the
proposed grading plan and storm drainage network.
Detailed design of drainage conveyance system is beyond the scope of this initial
conceptual-level drainage report; however, will be analyzed in detail in the Technical
Drainage Report that will be submitted to the County along with the Site Improvement
Permit.

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
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County development standards require the discharge of post-development peak
flow rates to be less than or equal to pre-development peak flow rates. If the postdevelopment peak flow rates are greater than the pre-development flows, mitigation
measures such as detention or retention should be provided. The DCSID specifically
requires hydrologic evaluation to compare pre-and post-development flows for the
following storm event return periods:

11
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4 Conclusions
Compliance with Douglas County and FEMA Regulations

Because the combined parcels are not in the FEMA-designated SFHAs, Douglas
County floodplain ordinances and FEMA regulations do not apply to the proposed
project. However, any habitable structures proposed in the X-Shaded Flood Zone shall
have the lowest floor elevated one foot above the pre-developed highest adjacent
grade or provide a drainage plan to divert floodwaters around the proposed
structures using berms, swales, or other drainage features.

4.2

Impact of Proposed Development on Off-site Properties
and Facilities.

As summarized in Table 4 – Comparison of Pre- and Post-Developed Conditions, the
proposed industrial subdivision, with the addition of an offsite detention pond located
in an easement on the adjacent parcel, does not increase the runoff peak discharge
and volume for the four critical precipitation events as identified by Douglas County
Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS). Therefore, the proposed
division of parcels will have no negative impacts on adjacent properties and
downstream facilities when the onsite watersheds are considered alone.
During the construction, Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be used to
minimize local erosion and potential discharges to adjoining watercourses. The
proposed improvements should be designed to comply with the Douglas County
Design Criteria and Improvement Standards.
It should be noted that this report summarizes the results of a preliminary, conceptuallevel hydrologic analysis that studied overall future development at a macroscopic
scale. When the improvements are contemplated on newly created parcels, a more
detailed technical drainage study will be required to assess the impacts of the
proposed improvements on adjacent properties and floodplain.

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

4.1

12

Packet Pg. 107

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

2.f
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Hydrologic Modeling Results

Appendix 2:

Site Photographs

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Appendix 1:

R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.

15

Packet Pg. 110

APPENDIX 1
HYDROLOGIC MODELING RESULTS
Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

2.f

Packet Pg. 111

12/14/2020
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NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 1, Version 5
Location name: Minden, Nevada, USA*
Latitude: 39.003°, Longitude: -119.766°
Elevation: m/ft**
* source: ESRI Maps
** source: USGS

POINT PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY ESTIMATES
Sanja Perica, Sarah Dietz, Sarah Heim, Lillian Hiner, Kazungu Maitaria, Deborah Martin, Sandra
Pavlovic, Ishani Roy, Carl Trypaluk, Dale Unruh, Fenglin Yan, Michael Yekta, Tan Zhao, Geoffrey
Bonnin, Daniel Brewer, Li-Chuan Chen, Tye Parzybok, John Yarchoan
NOAA, National Weather Service, Silver Spring, Maryland

PF_tabular | PF_graphical | Maps_&_aerials

PF tabular

Duration
5-min
10-min
15-min
30-min
60-min
2-hr
3-hr
6-hr
12-hr
24-hr
2-day
3-day
4-day
7-day
10-day
20-day
30-day
45-day
60-day

Average recurrence interval (years)
1

2

5

10

25

50

100

200

500

1000

0.080

0.099

0.133

0.167

0.221

0.271

0.332

0.404

0.516

0.616

(0.070‑0.092) (0.087‑0.116) (0.117‑0.155) (0.145‑0.195) (0.185‑0.259) (0.218‑0.321) (0.257‑0.397) (0.299‑0.495) (0.359‑0.649) (0.407‑0.792)

0.121

0.151

0.202

0.254

0.337

0.412

0.505

0.615

0.785

0.937

(0.106‑0.139) (0.133‑0.177) (0.178‑0.236) (0.221‑0.297) (0.282‑0.395) (0.332‑0.489) (0.391‑0.605) (0.455‑0.753) (0.546‑0.988) (0.619‑1.21)

0.150

0.187

0.251

0.315

0.418

0.511

0.626

0.762

0.973

(0.131‑0.173) (0.165‑0.219) (0.220‑0.293) (0.274‑0.368) (0.349‑0.490) (0.412‑0.606) (0.485‑0.750) (0.564‑0.934) (0.677‑1.23)

0.202

0.252

0.338

0.424

0.563

0.688

0.843

(0.177‑0.233) (0.222‑0.295) (0.297‑0.395) (0.369‑0.496) (0.470‑0.660) (0.555‑0.817) (0.653‑1.01)

0.250

0.312

0.418

0.525

0.696

0.852

(0.219‑0.288) (0.275‑0.365) (0.367‑0.489) (0.457‑0.613) (0.582‑0.816) (0.687‑1.01)

0.364

0.450

0.574

0.686

0.854

0.998

(0.332‑0.411) (0.407‑0.509) (0.516‑0.647) (0.612‑0.773) (0.737‑0.972) (0.844‑1.15)

0.441

0.547

0.690

0.800

0.960

(0.400‑0.487) (0.500‑0.610) (0.624‑0.765) (0.718‑0.887) (0.846‑1.07)

0.613

0.763

0.950

(0.557‑0.675) (0.696‑0.845) (0.860‑1.05)

0.810

1.02

(0.728‑0.899) (0.917‑1.13)

1.16
(0.768‑1.50)

1.03

1.31

1.57

(0.759‑1.26)

(0.912‑1.65)

(1.03‑2.01)

1.04

1.27

1.62

1.94

(0.808‑1.25)

(0.940‑1.56)

(1.13‑2.04)

(1.28‑2.49)

1.16

1.36

1.67

1.98

(0.952‑1.36)

(1.07‑1.62)

(1.25‑2.05)

(1.43‑2.52)

1.09

1.23

1.41

1.71

2.00

(0.936‑1.23)

(1.04‑1.41)

(1.16‑1.65)

(1.36‑2.07)

(1.54‑2.54)

1.10

1.29

1.44

1.59

1.75

1.99

2.18

(0.988‑1.21)

(1.15‑1.43)

(1.26‑1.61)

(1.37‑1.80)

(1.47‑2.02)

(1.62‑2.33)

(1.73‑2.61)

1.29

1.49

1.77

1.97

2.19

2.40

2.69

2.92

(1.15‑1.43)

(1.33‑1.65)

(1.55‑1.97)

(1.71‑2.23)

(1.87‑2.50)

(2.01‑2.79)

(2.18‑3.20)

(2.32‑3.53)

1.01

1.26

1.58

1.83

2.17

2.44

2.72

3.01

3.40

3.70

(0.916‑1.13)

(1.14‑1.41)

(1.43‑1.75)

(1.65‑2.02)

(1.96‑2.41)

(2.19‑2.71)

(2.42‑3.03)

(2.66‑3.36)

(2.97‑3.81)

(3.20‑4.17)

1.21

1.51

1.90

2.21

2.64

2.98

3.33

3.70

4.21

4.60

(1.09‑1.35)

(1.36‑1.68)

(1.71‑2.11)

(1.99‑2.45)

(2.36‑2.94)

(2.65‑3.32)

(2.95‑3.74)

(3.25‑4.17)

(3.64‑4.78)

(3.95‑5.27)

1.31

1.65

2.08

2.43

2.92

3.31

3.72

4.14

4.73

5.20

(1.18‑1.47)

(1.47‑1.84)

(1.86‑2.32)

(2.17‑2.71)

(2.59‑3.27)

(2.92‑3.71)

(3.25‑4.18)

(3.59‑4.68)

(4.04‑5.40)

(4.39‑5.98)

1.42

1.78

2.26

2.65

3.20

3.63

4.10

4.58

5.26

5.80

(1.26‑1.60)

(1.59‑2.00)

(2.01‑2.54)

(2.36‑2.97)

(2.82‑3.59)

(3.19‑4.09)

(3.56‑4.62)

(3.93‑5.20)

(4.44‑6.02)

(4.83‑6.69)

1.62

2.04

2.60

3.04

3.64

4.12

4.61

5.11

5.80

6.33

(1.44‑1.82)

(1.81‑2.29)

(2.31‑2.91)

(2.70‑3.40)

(3.23‑4.08)

(3.63‑4.63)

(4.03‑5.20)

(4.43‑5.80)

(4.96‑6.64)

(5.35‑7.31)

1.78

2.25

2.88

3.37

4.02

4.52

5.04

5.55

6.24

6.76

(1.59‑1.99)

(2.00‑2.52)

(2.57‑3.21)

(3.00‑3.75)

(3.57‑4.49)

(3.99‑5.06)

(4.42‑5.65)

(4.83‑6.26)

(5.37‑7.11)

(5.76‑7.75)

2.14

2.71

3.46

4.02

4.76

5.31

5.86

6.39

7.08

7.57

(1.92‑2.40)

(2.42‑3.03)

(3.10‑3.85)

(3.59‑4.47)

(4.24‑5.30)

(4.71‑5.92)

(5.17‑6.55)

(5.60‑7.17)

(6.15‑8.01)

(6.53‑8.64)

2.42

3.05

3.88

4.50

5.30

5.90

6.49

7.06

7.79

8.31

(2.16‑2.68)

(2.73‑3.39)

(3.49‑4.30)

(4.03‑4.97)

(4.74‑5.86)

(5.25‑6.53)

(5.75‑7.20)

(6.21‑7.87)

(6.79‑8.74)

(7.20‑9.40)

2.79

3.52

4.48

5.16

6.01

6.61

7.17

7.67

8.23

8.57

(2.52‑3.08)

(3.18‑3.89)

(4.05‑4.92)

(4.66‑5.66)

(5.42‑6.59)

(5.95‑7.24)

(6.44‑7.87)

(6.89‑8.44)

(7.39‑9.11)

(7.70‑9.54)

3.17

4.01

5.10

5.85

6.78

7.41

7.99

8.50

9.04

9.34

(2.85‑3.51)

(3.61‑4.45)

(4.59‑5.63)

(5.27‑6.45)

(6.11‑7.47)

(6.68‑8.18)

(7.19‑8.83)

(7.64‑9.40)

(8.14‑10.0)

(8.43‑10.4)
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PDS-based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches)1

1

Precipitation frequency (PF) estimates in this table are based on frequency analysis of partial duration series (PDS).
Numbers in parenthesis are PF estimates at lower and upper bounds of the 90% confidence interval. The probability that precipitation frequency estimates (for a
given duration and average recurrence interval) will be greater than the upper bound (or less than the lower bound) is 5%. Estimates at upper bounds are not
checked against probable maximum precipitation (PMP) estimates and may be higher than currently valid PMP values.
Please refer to NOAA Atlas 14 document for more information.
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Soil Map—Douglas County Area, Nevada
(Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map)
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Soil Map—Douglas County Area, Nevada
(Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map)

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)
Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons
Soil Map Unit Lines
Soil Map Unit Points
Special Point Features
Blowout
Borrow Pit
Clay Spot
Closed Depression
Gravel Pit
Gravelly Spot
Landfill
Lava Flow
Marsh or swamp

MAP INFORMATION
Spoil Area
Stony Spot

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Very Stony Spot

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Wet Spot

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Other
Special Line Features
Water Features
Streams and Canals
Transportation
Rails
Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background
Aerial Photography

Mine or Quarry

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.
Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.
This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.
Soil Survey Area: Douglas County Area, Nevada
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Aug 26, 2020

Miscellaneous Water
Perennial Water

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Rock Outcrop

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:
2018

Saline Spot
Sandy Spot

Jun 1, 2018—Jun 30,

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole
Slide or Slip
Sodic Spot

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Soil Map—Douglas County Area, Nevada

Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map

Map Unit Legend
Map Unit Name

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

6213

Milkiway clay, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

54.5

69.2%

6214

Milkiway clay loam, 0 to 2
percent slopes

24.3

30.8%

78.7

100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Douglas County Area, Nevada
(Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map)
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Douglas County Area, Nevada
(Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map)

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)
Soils
Soil Rating Polygons
A
A/D
B
B/D
C
C/D
D
Not rated or not available
Soil Rating Lines
A

MAP INFORMATION
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

C
C/D
D

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Not rated or not available

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Water Features
Streams and Canals
Transportation
Rails
Interstate Highways
US Routes
Major Roads
Local Roads
Background
Aerial Photography

A/D
B

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.
Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)
Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.
This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

B/D

Soil Survey Area: Douglas County Area, Nevada
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Aug 26, 2020

C
C/D

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

D

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:
2018

Not rated or not available
Soil Rating Points

Jun 1, 2018—Jun 30,

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

A
A/D
B
B/D

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Douglas County Area, Nevada

Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map

Hydrologic Soil Group

Map unit name

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

6213

Milkiway clay, 0 to 2
percent slopes

C

54.5

69.2%

6214

Milkiway clay loam, 0 to
2 percent slopes

C

24.3

30.8%

78.7

100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest

Description
Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive
precipitation from long-duration storms.
The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:
Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively
drained sands or gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water
transmission.
Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well
drained soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture.
These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission.
Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of
water transmission.
Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay
layer at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious
material. These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Map unit symbol

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in
their natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Douglas County Area, Nevada

Figure 4 - NRCS Soils Map

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
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Chapter 2

Runoff curve numbers for urban areas 1/

------------------------------------------- Cover description ----------------------------------------Average percent
Cover type and hydrologic condition
impervious area 2/

Curve numbers for
-----------hydrologic soil group ------------A

B

C

D

68
49
39

79
69
61

86
79
74

89
84
80

98

98

98

98

98
83
76
72

98
89
85
82

98
92
89
87

98
93
91
89

63

77

85

88

96

96

96

96

85
72

89
81

92
88

94
91

95
93

65
38
30
25
20
12

77
61
57
54
51
46

85
75
72
70
68
65

90
83
81
80
79
77

92
87
86
85
84
82

77

86

91

94

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Table 2-2a

Technical Release 55
Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds

Fully developed urban areas (vegetation established)
Open space (lawns, parks, golf courses, cemeteries, etc.) 3/:
Poor condition (grass cover < 50%) ..........................................
Fair condition (grass cover 50% to 75%) ..................................
Good condition (grass cover > 75%) .........................................
Impervious areas:
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways, etc.
(excluding right-of-way) .............................................................
Streets and roads:
Paved; curbs and storm sewers (excluding
right-of-way) ................................................................................
Paved; open ditches (including right-of-way) ..........................
Gravel (including right-of-way) .................................................
Dirt (including right-of-way) ......................................................
Western desert urban areas:
Natural desert landscaping (pervious areas only) 4/ .....................
Artificial desert landscaping (impervious weed barrier,
desert shrub with 1- to 2-inch sand or gravel mulch
and basin borders) ......................................................................
Urban districts:
Commercial and business .................................................................
Industrial .............................................................................................
Residential districts by average lot size:
1/8 acre or less (town houses) ..........................................................
1/4 acre ................................................................................................
1/3 acre ................................................................................................
1/2 acre ................................................................................................
1 acre ...................................................................................................
2 acres ..................................................................................................
Developing urban areas
Newly graded areas
(pervious areas only, no vegetation) 5/ ................................................................
Idle lands (CN’s are determined using cover types
similar to those in table 2-2c).
1
2

3

4

5

Average runoff condition, and Ia = 0.2S.
The average percent impervious area shown was used to develop the composite CN’s. Other assumptions are as follows: impervious areas are
directly connected to the drainage system, impervious areas have a CN of 98, and pervious areas are considered equivalent to open space in
good hydrologic condition. CN’s for other combinations of conditions may be computed using figure 2-3 or 2-4.
CN’s shown are equivalent to those of pasture. Composite CN’s may be computed for other combinations of open space
cover type.
Composite CN’s for natural desert landscaping should be computed using figures 2-3 or 2-4 based on the impervious area percentage
(CN = 98) and the pervious area CN. The pervious area CN’s are assumed equivalent to desert shrub in poor hydrologic condition.
Composite CN’s to use for the design of temporary measures during grading and construction should be computed using figure 2-3 or 2-4
based on the degree of development (impervious area percentage) and the CN’s for the newly graded pervious areas.

(210-VI-TR-55, Second Ed., June 1986)
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Chapter 2

Runoff curve numbers for cultivated agricultural lands 1/

------------------------------------------ Cover description --------------------------------------------Hydrologic
Cover type
Treatment 2/
condition 3/

Curve numbers for
------------- hydrologic soil group ---------------A

B

C

D

Fallow

Bare soil
Crop residue cover (CR)

—
Poor
Good

77
76
74

86
85
83

91
90
88

94
93
90

Row crops

Straight row (SR)

Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good

72
67
71
64
70
65
69
64
66
62
65
61

81
78
80
75
79
75
78
74
74
71
73
70

88
85
87
82
84
82
83
81
80
78
79
77

91
89
90
85
88
86
87
85
82
81
81
80

Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good

65
63
64
60
63
61
62
60
61
59
60
58

76
75
75
72
74
73
73
72
72
70
71
69

84
83
83
80
82
81
81
80
79
78
78
77

88
87
86
84
85
84
84
83
82
81
81
80

Poor
Good
Poor
Good
Poor
Good

66
58
64
55
63
51

77
72
75
69
73
67

85
81
83
78
80
76

89
85
85
83
83
80

SR + CR
Contoured (C)
C + CR
Contoured & terraced (C&T)
C&T+ CR
Small grain

SR
SR + CR
C
C + CR
C&T
C&T+ CR

Close-seeded
or broadcast
legumes or
rotation
meadow
1
2
3

SR
C
C&T

Average runoff condition, and Ia=0.2S
Crop residue cover applies only if residue is on at least 5% of the surface throughout the year.
Hydraulic condition is based on combination factors that affect infiltration and runoff, including (a) density and canopy of vegetative areas,
(b) amount of year-round cover, (c) amount of grass or close-seeded legumes, (d) percent of residue cover on the land surface (good ≥ 20%),
and (e) degree of surface roughness.

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Table 2-2b

Technical Release 55
Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds

Estimating Runoff

Poor: Factors impair infiltration and tend to increase runoff.
Good: Factors encourage average and better than average infiltration and tend to decrease runoff.

2–6

(210-VI-TR-55, Second Ed., June 1986)
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Chapter 2

Table 2-2c

Technical Release 55
Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds

Runoff curve numbers for other agricultural lands 1/

Curve numbers for

Cover type
Pasture, grassland, or range—continuous
forage for grazing. 2/
Meadow—continuous grass, protected from
grazing and generally mowed for hay.

------------ hydrologic soil group ---------------

Hydrologic
condition

A

B

C

D

Poor
Fair
Good

68
49
39

79
69
61

86
79
74

89
84
80

—

30

58

71

78

Brush—brush-weed-grass mixture with brush
the major element. 3/

Poor
Fair
Good

48
35
30 4/

67
56
48

77
70
65

83
77
73

Woods—grass combination (orchard
or tree farm). 5/

Poor
Fair
Good

57
43
32

73
65
58

82
76
72

86
82
79

Woods. 6/

Poor
Fair
Good

45
36
30 4/

66
60
55

77
73
70

83
79
77

59

74

82

86

Farmsteads—buildings, lanes, driveways,
and surrounding lots.
1
2

3

4
5

6

—

Average runoff condition, and Ia = 0.2S.
Poor: <50%) ground cover or heavily grazed with no mulch.
Fair: 50 to 75% ground cover and not heavily grazed.
Good: > 75% ground cover and lightly or only occasionally grazed.
Poor: <50% ground cover.
Fair: 50 to 75% ground cover.
Good: >75% ground cover.
Actual curve number is less than 30; use CN = 30 for runoff computations.
CN’s shown were computed for areas with 50% woods and 50% grass (pasture) cover. Other combinations of conditions may be computed
from the CN’s for woods and pasture.
Poor: Forest litter, small trees, and brush are destroyed by heavy grazing or regular burning.
Fair: Woods are grazed but not burned, and some forest litter covers the soil.
Good: Woods are protected from grazing, and litter and brush adequately cover the soil.

(210-VI-TR-55, Second Ed., June 1986)
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Runoff curve numbers for arid and semiarid rangelands 1/

---------------------------------------- Cover description ----------------------------------------------Hydrologic
Cover type
condition 2/

Curve numbers for
--------------- hydrologic soil group ------------A 3/

B

C

D

Herbaceous—mixture of grass, weeds, and
low-growing brush, with brush the
minor element.

Poor
Fair
Good

80
71
62

87
81
74

93
89
85

Oak-aspen—mountain brush mixture of oak brush,
aspen, mountain mahogany, bitter brush, maple,
and other brush.

Poor
Fair
Good

66
48
30

74
57
41

79
63
48

Pinyon-juniper—pinyon, juniper, or both;
grass understory.

Poor
Fair
Good

75
58
41

85
73
61

89
80
71

Sagebrush with grass understory.

Poor
Fair
Good

67
51
35

80
63
47

85
70
55

Desert shrub—major plants include saltbush,
greasewood, creosotebush, blackbrush, bursage,

Poor
Fair

63
55

77
72

85
81

88
86

Good

49

68

79

84

palo verde, mesquite, and cactus.
1
2

3

Average runoff condition, and Ia, = 0.2S. For range in humid regions, use table 2-2c.
Poor: <30% ground cover (litter, grass, and brush overstory).
Fair: 30 to 70% ground cover.
Good: > 70% ground cover.
Curve numbers for group A have been developed only for desert shrub.

2–8

(210-VI-TR-55, Second Ed., June 1986)

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Table 2-2d

Technical Release 55
Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds

Estimating Runoff
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Area Listing (selected nodes)
CN

78.740
78.740

88
88

Description
(subcatchment-numbers)
Fallow, crop residue, Good, HSG C (1S)
TOTAL AREA
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Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

Subcatchment
Numbers

0.000
0.000
78.740
0.000
0.000
78.740

HSG A
HSG B
HSG C
HSG D
Other

1S

TOTAL AREA
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Summary for Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

12.87 cfs @ 12.92 hrs, Volume=

2.365 af, Depth> 0.36"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=1.26"
Area (ac)
78.740
78.740

CN
88

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
80.1
2,903

Description
Fallow, crop residue, Good, HSG C
100.00% Pervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.60

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Hydrograph
14
13

Type II 24-hr
2-yr Rainfall=1.26"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=2.365 af
Runoff Depth>0.36"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=80.1 min
CN=88

12
11
10
9
Flow (cfs)

Runoff

12.87 cfs

8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Type II 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=1.83"

1640-037_Hydrologic Modeling

Revised 12/16/2020 Printed 12/16/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-26 s/n 09235 © 2020 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC
Page 6

Prepared by {enter your company name here}

Summary for Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

27.52 cfs @ 12.90 hrs, Volume=

4.835 af, Depth> 0.74"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=1.83"
Area (ac)
78.740
78.740

CN
88

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
80.1
2,903

Description
Fallow, crop residue, Good, HSG C
100.00% Pervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.60

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Hydrograph
30
28

Type II 24-hr
10-yr Rainfall=1.83"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=4.835 af
Runoff Depth>0.74"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=80.1 min
CN=88

26
24
22
20
Flow (cfs)

Runoff

27.52 cfs

18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Runoff

20

Packet Pg. 132

2.f

Pre-Developed Conditions
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Summary for Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

37.10 cfs @ 12.90 hrs, Volume=

6.475 af, Depth> 0.99"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=2.17"
Area (ac)
78.740
78.740

CN
88

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
80.1
2,903

Description
Fallow, crop residue, Good, HSG C
100.00% Pervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.60

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Hydrograph
40
38

Type II 24-hr
25-yr Rainfall=2.17"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=6.475 af
Runoff Depth>0.99"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=80.1 min
CN=88

36
34
32

Flow (cfs)

30
28
26
24
22
20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

Runoff

37.10 cfs

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19
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Summary for Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

53.32 cfs @ 12.89 hrs, Volume=

9.292 af, Depth> 1.42"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 100-yr Rainfall=2.72"
Area (ac)
78.740
78.740

CN
88

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
80.1
2,903

Description
Fallow, crop residue, Good, HSG C
100.00% Pervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.60

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 1S: PRE-1
Hydrograph

Type II 24-hr
100-yr Rainfall=2.72"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=9.292 af
Runoff Depth>1.42"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=80.1 min
CN=88

50
45
40
Flow (cfs)

Runoff

53.32 cfs

55

35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19
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Area Listing (selected nodes)
CN

78.740
78.740

91
91

Description
(subcatchment-numbers)
Urban industrial, 72% imp, HSG C (2S)
TOTAL AREA

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Area
(acres)

Packet Pg. 137

2.f

Post-Developed Conditions

1640-037_Hydrologic Modeling

Prepared by {enter your company name here}

Revised 12/16/2020 Printed 12/16/2020
Page 4

HydroCAD® 10.00-26 s/n 09235 © 2020 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

Subcatchment
Numbers

0.000
0.000
78.740
0.000
0.000
78.740

HSG A
HSG B
HSG C
HSG D
Other

2S

TOTAL AREA
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Ground Covers (selected nodes)
HSG-B
(acres)

HSG-C
(acres)

HSG-D
(acres)

Other
(acres)

Total
(acres)

Ground
Cover

Subcatchment
Numbers

0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000

78.740
78.740

0.000
0.000

0.000
0.000

78.740
78.740

Urban industrial, 72% imp 2S
TOTAL AREA
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(acres)
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Pipe Listing (selected nodes)

1

Node
Number

In-Invert
(feet)

Out-Invert
(feet)

Length
(feet)

Slope
(ft/ft)

n

Diam/Width
(inches)

Height
(inches)

Inside-Fill
(inches)

3P

4,691.56

4,691.50

25.0

0.0024

0.013

36.0

0.0

0.0

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Time span=5.00-20.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 301 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method
Runoff Area=78.740 ac 72.00% Impervious Runoff Depth>0.49"
Flow Length=2,903' Slope=0.0050 '/' Tc=71.0 min CN=91 Runoff=19.84 cfs 3.210 af

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1

Peak Elev=4,692.92' Storage=1.564 af Inflow=19.84 cfs 3.210 af
Primary=8.11 cfs 2.078 af Secondary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=8.11 cfs 2.078 af

Total Runoff Area = 78.740 ac Runoff Volume = 3.210 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.49"
28.00% Pervious = 22.047 ac 72.00% Impervious = 56.693 ac

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
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Summary for Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

19.84 cfs @ 12.80 hrs, Volume=

3.210 af, Depth> 0.49"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 2-yr Rainfall=1.26"
Area (ac)
78.740
22.047
56.693

CN
91

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
71.0
2,903

Description
Urban industrial, 72% imp, HSG C
28.00% Pervious Area
72.00% Impervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.68

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1

Flow (cfs)

Hydrograph
22
21
20
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Runoff

19.84 cfs

Type II 24-hr
2-yr Rainfall=1.26"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=3.210 af
Runoff Depth>0.49"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=71.0 min
CN=91
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Summary for Pond 3P: DETENTION POND

Inflow Area =
Inflow
=
Outflow
=
Primary
=
Secondary =

78.740 ac, 72.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth > 0.49" for 2-yr event
19.84 cfs @ 12.80 hrs, Volume=
3.210 af
8.11 cfs @ 13.73 hrs, Volume=
2.078 af, Atten= 59%, Lag= 55.6 min
8.11 cfs @ 13.73 hrs, Volume=
2.078 af
0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs, Volume=
0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev= 4,692.92' @ 13.73 hrs Surf.Area= 0.537 ac Storage= 1.564 af
Plug-Flow detention time= 151.7 min calculated for 2.078 af (65% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 82.4 min ( 926.7 - 844.2 )
Volume
#1

Invert
4,690.00'

Elevation
(feet)
4,690.00
4,696.00
Device
#1

#2

Avail.Storage
3.213 af

Surf.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.660

Storage Description
Custom Stage Data (Conic)Listed below

Inc.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Routing
Primary

Invert
4,691.56'

Secondary

4,695.75'

Cum.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Wet.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.671

Outlet Devices
36.0" Round RCP_Round 36"
L= 25.0' RCP, square edge headwall, Ke= 0.500
Inlet / Outlet Invert= 4,691.56' / 4,691.50' S= 0.0024 '/' Cc= 0.900
n= 0.013, Flow Area= 7.07 sf
10.0' long x 5.0' breadth Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir
Head (feet) 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00 5.50
Coef. (English) 2.34 2.50 2.70 2.68 2.68 2.66 2.65 2.65 2.65
2.65 2.67 2.66 2.68 2.70 2.74 2.79 2.88

Primary OutFlow Max=8.11 cfs @ 13.73 hrs HW=4,692.92' (Free Discharge)
1=RCP_Round 36" (Barrel Controls 8.11 cfs @ 3.82 fps)
Secondary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs HW=4,690.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
Hydrograph

Inflow Area=78.740 ac
Peak Elev=4,692.92'
Storage=1.564 af

Flow (cfs)

22
21
20
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
0.00
1
0
5

8.11 cfs
8.11 cfs

cfs
6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Inflow
Outflow
Primary
Secondary

19.84 cfs

Packet Pg. 144

2.f

Post-Developed Conditions

1640-037_Hydrologic Modeling

Type II 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=1.83"

Revised 12/16/2020 Printed 12/16/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-26 s/n 09235 © 2020 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC
Page 11

Prepared by {enter your company name here}

Time span=5.00-20.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 301 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method
Runoff Area=78.740 ac 72.00% Impervious Runoff Depth>0.92"
Flow Length=2,903' Slope=0.0050 '/' Tc=71.0 min CN=91 Runoff=37.62 cfs 6.018 af

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1

Peak Elev=4,694.12' Storage=2.207 af Inflow=37.62 cfs 6.018 af
Primary=24.98 cfs 4.809 af Secondary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=24.98 cfs 4.809 af

Total Runoff Area = 78.740 ac Runoff Volume = 6.018 af Average Runoff Depth = 0.92"
28.00% Pervious = 22.047 ac 72.00% Impervious = 56.693 ac

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Summary for Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

37.62 cfs @ 12.77 hrs, Volume=

6.018 af, Depth> 0.92"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 10-yr Rainfall=1.83"
Area (ac)
78.740
22.047
56.693

CN
91

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
71.0
2,903

Description
Urban industrial, 72% imp, HSG C
28.00% Pervious Area
72.00% Impervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.68

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Hydrograph
42
40
38

Type II 24-hr
10-yr Rainfall=1.83"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=6.018 af
Runoff Depth>0.92"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=71.0 min
CN=91

Flow (cfs)
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0

Runoff

37.62 cfs
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Summary for Pond 3P: DETENTION POND

Inflow Area =
Inflow
=
Outflow
=
Primary
=
Secondary =

78.740 ac, 72.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth > 0.92" for 10-yr event
37.62 cfs @ 12.77 hrs, Volume=
6.018 af
24.98 cfs @ 13.27 hrs, Volume=
4.809 af, Atten= 34%, Lag= 30.0 min
24.98 cfs @ 13.27 hrs, Volume=
4.809 af
0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs, Volume=
0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev= 4,694.12' @ 13.27 hrs Surf.Area= 0.585 ac Storage= 2.207 af
Plug-Flow detention time= 103.3 min calculated for 4.793 af (80% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 54.6 min ( 886.6 - 832.0 )
Volume
#1

Invert
4,690.00'

Elevation
(feet)
4,690.00
4,696.00
Device
#1

#2

Avail.Storage
3.213 af

Surf.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.660

Storage Description
Custom Stage Data (Conic)Listed below

Inc.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Routing
Primary

Invert
4,691.56'

Secondary

4,695.75'

Cum.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Wet.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.671

Outlet Devices
36.0" Round RCP_Round 36"
L= 25.0' RCP, square edge headwall, Ke= 0.500
Inlet / Outlet Invert= 4,691.56' / 4,691.50' S= 0.0024 '/' Cc= 0.900
n= 0.013, Flow Area= 7.07 sf
10.0' long x 5.0' breadth Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir
Head (feet) 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00 5.50
Coef. (English) 2.34 2.50 2.70 2.68 2.68 2.66 2.65 2.65 2.65
2.65 2.67 2.66 2.68 2.70 2.74 2.79 2.88

Primary OutFlow Max=24.95 cfs @ 13.27 hrs HW=4,694.12' (Free Discharge)
1=RCP_Round 36" (Barrel Controls 24.95 cfs @ 5.22 fps)
Secondary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs HW=4,690.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
Hydrograph

Inflow Area=78.740 ac
Peak Elev=4,694.12'
Storage=2.207 af

24.98 cfs
24.98 cfs

Flow (cfs)
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Time span=5.00-20.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 301 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method
Runoff Area=78.740 ac 72.00% Impervious Runoff Depth>1.19"
Flow Length=2,903' Slope=0.0050 '/' Tc=71.0 min CN=91 Runoff=48.82 cfs 7.818 af

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1

Peak Elev=4,694.79' Storage=2.566 af Inflow=48.82 cfs 7.818 af
Primary=35.71 cfs 6.570 af Secondary=0.00 cfs 0.000 af Outflow=35.71 cfs 6.570 af

Total Runoff Area = 78.740 ac Runoff Volume = 7.818 af Average Runoff Depth = 1.19"
28.00% Pervious = 22.047 ac 72.00% Impervious = 56.693 ac

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Summary for Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

48.82 cfs @ 12.76 hrs, Volume=

7.818 af, Depth> 1.19"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=2.17"
Area (ac)
78.740
22.047
56.693

CN
91

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
71.0
2,903

Description
Urban industrial, 72% imp, HSG C
28.00% Pervious Area
72.00% Impervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.68

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Hydrograph

Type II 24-hr
25-yr Rainfall=2.17"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=7.818 af
Runoff Depth>1.19"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=71.0 min
CN=91

45
40
35
Flow (cfs)

Runoff

48.82 cfs

50

30
25
20
15
10
5
0

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
13
Time (hours)

14

15

16

17

18

19

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Runoff

20

Packet Pg. 150

2.f

Post-Developed Conditions

Type II 24-hr 25-yr Rainfall=2.17"

1640-037_Hydrologic Modeling

Revised 12/16/2020 Printed 12/16/2020
HydroCAD® 10.00-26 s/n 09235 © 2020 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC
Page 17

Prepared by {enter your company name here}

Summary for Pond 3P: DETENTION POND

Inflow Area =
Inflow
=
Outflow
=
Primary
=
Secondary =

78.740 ac, 72.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth > 1.19" for 25-yr event
48.82 cfs @ 12.76 hrs, Volume=
7.818 af
35.71 cfs @ 13.19 hrs, Volume=
6.570 af, Atten= 27%, Lag= 25.9 min
35.71 cfs @ 13.19 hrs, Volume=
6.570 af
0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs, Volume=
0.000 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev= 4,694.79' @ 13.19 hrs Surf.Area= 0.612 ac Storage= 2.566 af
Plug-Flow detention time= 90.3 min calculated for 6.548 af (84% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 48.6 min ( 875.2 - 826.6 )
Volume
#1

Invert
4,690.00'

Elevation
(feet)
4,690.00
4,696.00
Device
#1

#2

Avail.Storage
3.213 af

Surf.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.660

Storage Description
Custom Stage Data (Conic)Listed below

Inc.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Routing
Primary

Invert
4,691.56'

Secondary

4,695.75'

Cum.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Wet.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.671

Outlet Devices
36.0" Round RCP_Round 36"
L= 25.0' RCP, square edge headwall, Ke= 0.500
Inlet / Outlet Invert= 4,691.56' / 4,691.50' S= 0.0024 '/' Cc= 0.900
n= 0.013, Flow Area= 7.07 sf
10.0' long x 5.0' breadth Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir
Head (feet) 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00 5.50
Coef. (English) 2.34 2.50 2.70 2.68 2.68 2.66 2.65 2.65 2.65
2.65 2.67 2.66 2.68 2.70 2.74 2.79 2.88

Primary OutFlow Max=35.69 cfs @ 13.19 hrs HW=4,694.79' (Free Discharge)
1=RCP_Round 36" (Barrel Controls 35.69 cfs @ 5.84 fps)
Secondary OutFlow Max=0.00 cfs @ 5.00 hrs HW=4,690.00' (Free Discharge)
2=Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir ( Controls 0.00 cfs)

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
Hydrograph

Inflow Area=78.740 ac
Peak Elev=4,694.79'
Storage=2.566 af 35.71 cfs
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Time span=5.00-20.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 301 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN
Reach routing by Stor-Ind+Trans method - Pond routing by Stor-Ind method
Runoff Area=78.740 ac 72.00% Impervious Runoff Depth>1.65"
Flow Length=2,903' Slope=0.0050 '/' Tc=71.0 min CN=91 Runoff=67.37 cfs 10.846 af

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1

Peak Elev=4,695.90' Storage=3.161 af Inflow=67.37 cfs 10.846 af
Primary=51.79 cfs 9.517 af Secondary=1.40 cfs 0.024 af Outflow=53.20 cfs 9.542 af

Total Runoff Area = 78.740 ac Runoff Volume = 10.846 af Average Runoff Depth = 1.65"
28.00% Pervious = 22.047 ac 72.00% Impervious = 56.693 ac

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)

Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
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Summary for Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Pre-Developed Watershed
=

67.37 cfs @ 12.74 hrs, Volume=

10.846 af, Depth> 1.65"

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type II 24-hr 100-yr Rainfall=2.72"
Area (ac)
78.740
22.047
56.693

CN
91

Tc Length
(min)
(feet)
71.0
2,903

Description
Urban industrial, 72% imp, HSG C
28.00% Pervious Area
72.00% Impervious Area

Slope
(ft/ft)
0.0050

Velocity
(ft/sec)
0.68

Capacity
(cfs)

Description
Lag/CN Method,

Subcatchment 2S: POST-1
Hydrograph
75

Type II 24-hr
100-yr Rainfall=2.72"
Runoff Area=78.740 ac
Runoff Volume=10.846 af
Runoff Depth>1.65"
Flow Length=2,903'
Slope=0.0050 '/'
Tc=71.0 min
CN=91
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Summary for Pond 3P: DETENTION POND

Inflow Area =
Inflow
=
Outflow
=
Primary
=
Secondary =

78.740 ac, 72.00% Impervious, Inflow Depth > 1.65" for 100-yr event
67.37 cfs @ 12.74 hrs, Volume=
10.846 af
53.20 cfs @ 13.12 hrs, Volume=
9.542 af, Atten= 21%, Lag= 22.5 min
51.79 cfs @ 13.12 hrs, Volume=
9.517 af
1.40 cfs @ 13.12 hrs, Volume=
0.024 af

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 5.00-20.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev= 4,695.90' @ 13.12 hrs Surf.Area= 0.656 ac Storage= 3.161 af
Plug-Flow detention time= 78.9 min calculated for 9.542 af (88% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 44.4 min ( 864.0 - 819.6 )
Volume
#1

Invert
4,690.00'

Elevation
(feet)
4,690.00
4,696.00
Device
#1

#2

Avail.Storage
3.213 af

Surf.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.660

Storage Description
Custom Stage Data (Conic)Listed below

Inc.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Routing
Primary

Invert
4,691.56'

Secondary

4,695.75'

Cum.Store
(acre-feet)
0.000
3.213

Wet.Area
(acres)
0.420
0.671

Outlet Devices
36.0" Round RCP_Round 36"
L= 25.0' RCP, square edge headwall, Ke= 0.500
Inlet / Outlet Invert= 4,691.56' / 4,691.50' S= 0.0024 '/' Cc= 0.900
n= 0.013, Flow Area= 7.07 sf
10.0' long x 5.0' breadth Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir
Head (feet) 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80 2.00
2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00 5.50
Coef. (English) 2.34 2.50 2.70 2.68 2.68 2.66 2.65 2.65 2.65
2.65 2.67 2.66 2.68 2.70 2.74 2.79 2.88

Primary OutFlow Max=51.74 cfs @ 13.12 hrs HW=4,695.90' (Free Discharge)
1=RCP_Round 36" (Barrel Controls 51.74 cfs @ 7.32 fps)
Secondary OutFlow Max=1.35 cfs @ 13.12 hrs HW=4,695.90' (Free Discharge)
2=Broad-Crested Rectangular Weir (Weir Controls 1.35 cfs @ 0.90 fps)

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Pond 3P: DETENTION POND
Hydrograph

Inflow Area=78.740 ac
Peak Elev=4,695.90'
53.20 cfs
Storage=3.161 af 51.79 cfs
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Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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APPENDIX 2
SITE PHOTOGRAPHS
Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Airport Road Looking North

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Airport Road & Earnheart Road Intersection - Looking Northeast
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Airport Road & Heybourne Road Intersection - Looking Northwest

Attachment: 5.Conceptual Drainage Study (1) (5567 : DP 20-0322 Bently TCSM)
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Heybourne Road - Looking West

Packet Pg. 159

3

Planning Commission
AGENDA ACTION SHEET
Title: For possible action. Discussion on Development Application DP 21-0046
for a Major Variance to the minimum required parking to allow for a proposed
commercial development consisting of 292,805 square feet of commercial
bakery space and 133,812 square feet of warehouse and distribution space to
provide 465 parking spaces where 586 are required. The project site is located
on 30.7 acres at 2453 Heybourne Road, in the LI (Light Industrial) zoning
district and the Airport Community Plan area. The applicant is Dave Marson
(APN 1320-05-002-016). (Lorenzo Mastino)
Recommended Motion: To approve Development Application DP 21-004 and
the request for a Major Variance to allow for 465 parking spaces where 586 are
otherwise required, based on the ability to make the required findings,
presentation, the applicant's variance justification and public comment.
Financial Impact: NONE
Prepared by: Lorenzo Mastino,
Meeting Date: April 13, 2021
Background Information: The Applicant is requesting approval from Douglas
County to develop the subject site as a commercial bakery, warehouse, and
distribution center, to be reviewed as an administrative item as Development
Application DP21-0045. Prior to being reviewed by staff as a Major Design
Review (DP21-0045), the current development proposal requires the approval of
a major variance request (DP21-0046) by the Planning Commission to allow the
provision of a number of off-street parking spaces that is less than the
minimum required per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.692 Off-Street
Parking and Loading. See Attachment 4 for the Applicant’s “Detailed
Description and Justification.”

Agenda Item # 3

Packet Pg. 160

MEMORANDUM
Date:

April 13, 2021

To:

Douglas County Planning Commission

From:

Lorenzo Mastino, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:

Marson Foods Commercial Building Parking Major Variance (DP 21-0046) related to
Design Review (DP 21-0045)

I.

REQUEST

For possible action. Discussion on a request for a Major Variance to the minimum required parking
(Chapter 20.692) to allow for a proposed commercial development consisting of 292,805 square feet of
commercial bakery space and 133,812 square feet of warehouse and distribution space to provide 465
parking spaces where 586 are required. The subject parcel is located at 2453 Heybourne Road in Minden,
within the LI (Light Industrial) zoning district and the Airport Community Plan area. The applicant is
Dave Marson (APN 1320-05-002-016).
II.

RECOMMENDATION

To approve of Development Application DP 21-0046; a Major Variance to allow for 465 parking spaces
where 586 are required, based on the ability to make the required findings, presentation, and public
comment, subject to conditions.
III.

Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

3.a

SUMMARY

Applicant / Owner: Dave Marson c/o Marson Real Estate LLC-2453
Representative: R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc.
Location: 2453 Heybourne Rd, Minden, NV. APN 1320-05-002-016
Master Plan Designation: I – Industrial
Zoning Designation: LI - Light Industrial
1
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3.a

Surrounding Zoning: North: LI, Light Industrial
West: A-19, A-19 Agriculture 19-acre minimum
East – AP, Airport
South – LI, Light Industrial
Flood Zone: X – Shaded, AE
BACKGROUND

The Applicant is requesting approval from Douglas County to develop the subject site as a commercial
bakery, warehouse, and distribution center, to be reviewed as an administrative item as Development
Application DP21-0045. Prior to being reviewed by staff as a Major Design Review (DP21-0045), the
current development proposal requires the approval of a Variance request (DP21-0046) by the Planning
Commission to allow the provision of a number of off-street parking spaces that is less than the minimum
required per Douglas County Code Chapter 20.692 Off-Street Parking and Loading. See Attachment 4
for the Applicant’s “Detailed Description and Justification”.
Vicinity Map

Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

IV.
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Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Master Plan – Industrial

Zoning – LI, Light Industrial
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Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Proposed Site and Parking Plan

Parking Table
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V. EVALUATION
The Applicant is proposing to develop the subject site as a commercial bakery, warehouse and
distribution center. Since the proposed deviation from the requirements for parking is 121 spaces, which
is approximately 21% of the minimum required, this request does not qualify for a Minor Variance,
which has a maximum threshold of 10% deviation from the requirement, and is therefore considered a
Major Variance instead.

Phase one of the proposal will develop Building 1, located to the west of the property and along
Heybourne Road, along with all parking, landscape and utilities west of Building 2, as depicted in
Attachment 3. During phase one, the minimum required parking would be 360 spaces; the spaces
provided for this phase would be 457, with the remaining 129 to be constructed along with phase two of
the proposal. In this perspective, phase one of the project meets and exceeds the minimum parking
requirement as a standalone phase. Staff finds this to be a major fact to consider while weighing this
proposal and it will also assist the business operator to observe during phase one the actual parking
demand specific to the site that the operations will need with the remaining future phase.
Another important fact to consider is that the specific types of businesses proposed to be long-term
tenants and operators of the site employ a relatively low amount of workers per square footage. In fact,
in the past decade industrial and warehousing operations have been evolving to significantly decrease
the need for human-power to produce, store, and distribute goods due to various levels of automation.
The proposal complies with ADA parking requirements by proposing 9 accessible spaces where 9 are
required. These will be located near entrances as indicated by Douglas County Code.
The proposal meets and exceeds loading space requirements by providing 25 loading spaces where 13
are required. The loading areas are located in between the two buildings proposed with the final buildout, which makes them being screened from the public right-of-way.
The proposal complies with bicycle parking standards by providing 10 bicycle parking spaces.
Water Conveyance Advisory Committee (WCAC)
Due to the presence of irrigation facilities running along the property boundaries, on 4/5/21 the WCAC
evaluated the proposal and recommended approval of the project, subject to conditions as amended
during the meeting based on the testimony from Matt McKinney from Bently that the ditch shown did not
carry any irrigation water, which include:

Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

The entire project site is comprised of 30.7 acres, of which over 488-thousand square feet would be
occupied by the structures hosting the businesses, or 36% of the site. The remaining portions of the site
will accommodate access to the property, parking, landscaping, and loading areas.

1. Demonstrate mitigation of water quality from the development of the site in accordance with the
Douglas County Design Criteria and Improvement Standards (DCDCIS).
2. Applicant shall demonstrate final design of stormwater pond does not allow irrigation water from
the Heybourne Ditch to backup onto the subject property as approved by the Allerman UpperVirginia Irrigation Company.

VI. FINDINGS
Variance to: Chapter 20.692 Off-Street Parking and Loading.
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There are three findings that must be addressed when considering a Variance to the Off-Street Parking
and Loading requirements of Title 20. These are found in DCC section 20.606.050.B, paragraphs 1, 2,
and 3, as depicted below.

Staff Response: County Staff finds that the topography and hydrology of the parcel do make it an
impaired site that is hard to properly develop. Furthermore, the improvement that will be put in place by
the applicant will generate benefits for the active management of the floodplain through infrastructure
and oversight via an active land use. Due to this extraordinary situation, Staff finds that the strict
application of the provisions would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties, therefore
finding 1 can be met.
2.
The circumstances or conditions do not apply generally to other properties in the same land
use district; and
Staff Response: County Staff finds that the circumstances or conditions do not apply generally to other
properties in the same land use district, therefore finding 2 can be met.
3.
The granting of the variance will not result in material damage or prejudice to other properties
in the vicinity, substantial impairment of natural resources or be detrimental to the public health,
safety and general welfare.
Staff Response: County Staff finds that the granting of the variance will not result in material damage
or prejudice to other properties in the vicinity, substantial impairment of natural resources or be
detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare.
Relevant Master Plan Goals and Policies:
Airport Community Plan Vision Statement: “The Airport Community Plan will focus on creating a
state-of-the art transportation hub while continuing to be recognized as a premier soaring destination.
The Airport Community will become a logistics center for commerce, offering a convenient location
for industrial and agricultural uses.”

Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

1.
By reason of exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of the property in question, or by
reason of exceptional topographic conditions or other extraordinary and exceptional situation or
condition of the property in question, the strict application of the provisions of that title would result
in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties to, or exceptional and undue hardships upon, the
applicant;

Economic Development Element Goal 1: Foster a diverse regional economy that adapts to changing
needs of the workforce and enables business development, retention, and expansion.
Economic Development Element Policy E-3: Continue to recruit, retain, and expand businesses and
industries that enhance our local economy.
VII.

CONCLUSION
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Based on the ability to make the findings as outlined above, and subject to the recommended conditions
of approval below, staff recommends approval of Development Application DP 21-0046, a Major
Variance to allow for a proposed commercial development consisting of 292,805 square feet of
commercial bakery space and 133,812 square feet of warehouse and distribution space to provide 465
parking spaces where 586 are required. The following Recommended Conditions of Approval are
proposed.
VIII. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Approval of and conformance to the Conditions of Approval for Major Design Review (DP 20-0045)
shall be required, if approved.
2. A Variance from Title 20.692 is hereby approved to allow 465 parking spaces where 586 are required.
3. This approval shall be void two years from the date of final approval, unless exercised pursuant to the
provisions of DCC Title 20 an Extension of Time may be filed for consideration by the County.
4. These Conditions of Approval shall be affixed to the cover sheet of any plan set submitted for
development application or building permit related to this project proposal.
5. All County Code requirements and design standards must be satisfied, except as modified herein.
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Vicinity Map
Noticing Radius Map
Phasing and Annotated Site and Utility Plan
Applicant’s Justification Letter
ITE Parking Reference submitted by Applicant

Attachment: DP21-0046_StaffReport_MVAR (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Planning Division Conditions

7
DP 21-0046
Packet Pg. 167

Attachment: 1.Vicinity Map (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

3.b

Packet Pg. 168

Douglas County Noticing Radius Map
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Attachment: 2.Personal Noticing_Radius Map (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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The data contained herein has been compiled on a geographic information system for the use of Douglas County. The data does not
represent survey delineation and should not be construed as a replacement for the authoritative source, plat maps, deeds, resurveys,
etc. No liability is assumed by Douglas County as to the sufficiency or accuracy of the data.
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Attachment: 3.Phasing_&_Site_Plan (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 4.Applicant's Variance Justification (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 4.Applicant's Variance Justification (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 4.Applicant's Variance Justification (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 4.Applicant's Variance Justification (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 4.Applicant's Variance Justification (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 5.ITE_Parking_Reference_8x11 (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)
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Attachment: 5.ITE_Parking_Reference_8x11 (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Packet
3.f Pg. 179

Attachment: 5.ITE_Parking_Reference_8x11 (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Packet
3.f Pg. 180

Attachment: 5.ITE_Parking_Reference_8x11 (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

Attachment: 5.ITE_Parking_Reference_8x11 (5568 : DP 21-0046 Marson MVAR)

